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LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lrp. 
HEAD OFFICE: 37, PRINCESS STREET, MANCHESTER. 


Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY'S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The ‘CLIMAX ”’ POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS — ILLNESS —- PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 





Established 1877. 








Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. : 


R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 


50, REGENT ST., W., and 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 
THE PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 





YSTEM of the County Fire Orrice offers an important advantage 
Ordinary Insurances to Policyholders who continue insu: ed in the Office. 

FORMS OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the ApvanTaaes offered 
by the “ County ” may be obtained upon application. 
B.'E. RATLIFFE, Secretary. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFFIIUKE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 

Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 

special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 








Horan (Appellant) v. Hayhoe (Re- 





Court Fees Order, 1884. 


FLEET STREET, LONDON, 











£1 is to be payable. 






5s. to 2s. 6d. 








startling document. 








Yearty BusinEss nearly £2,000,000, BUSINESS IN FORCE - 415,232,000, 


The Right Hon. Earl Hatssury (Lord High Chancellor of England). 
The Hon. Mr. Justice earn = : 
His Honour Judge Bacon. 

Witiiam Wiiiams, Esq. 

Ricuarp Prnninarton, 09 Ol 


could have been a candidate. 


Bacon, His Honour Judge. Mathew, The Right Hon. Lord Justice. 


. (Devizes). 

4 on. John W., K.C, 
Danvers, Edmund Henry, Esq. Morrell, Frederic P., Esq. (Oxford). 

Finch, Arthur J., Esq. Pennington, Ri 4 J.P. 


Esq 
Saltwell, Wm. H > . 
Tweedie, R. car 


. Chadwyck, Esq., K.C. 
Johnson, Charles P., : 
Kekewich, The Hon. Me Justice. 

, Henry Chauncy, Esq. 








VOL. XLVIII., No. 7. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 19, 1993. 


*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 


copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JoURNAL, . 

All letters intended for publication in the SOLICITORS’ JouRNAL must 
be authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Contents. 
CORRENTE TOP BB ..1050100000. 0-000-2000 sesces co BOD 1) TREY GEIS cc cevtsscsocccessetipcessowsesse 118 
Tue Protection OF WORKMEN AGAINST Law Srupents’ JouRNAL ............-..... 119 
AGGRESSIVE COMBINATIONS. ......... 112 | LiBGAL NEWS  o.,.c..ccccecesseeceesee eeeeeee 121 
VaryIneG THE RiGHTs OF SHAREHOLDERS | COURT PAPERS .......00 00. eseeeseeeees vee 121 
Tarren Be. .c0.cc.--ccesencesccerves-o con-ce . 228 | Wswane-OP NOTIORS .2..00-0-00s200000-00 «- 181 
| EE er 
New ORDERS, &C. .....c6 sscsecscsee see. coe 114 | BANKRUPTCY NOTICES ..cccoccscesesesesees «+ 122 





Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. 


Attorney-General v. Regent’s Canal 


a eee 115 
Attorney-General v. Wheatley & Co. 

NS RES er 
Beachey, Re. Heaton v. Beachey...... 115 
Blovett v. Sawyer ...............ceccrsssees oe 115 
Cavendish v. Strutt..... ..... 116 


Garbutt (Appellant) v. Durham Joint 


Committee (Respondent) ...... .. 117 


spondent) Weep RE OS 
M‘Nair (Appellant) v. Baker (Respon- 
Shea v. Drolesvaux . .... 115 


Taddy & Co. v. Sterious & Co., Et Al 117 


| The British Mannesmann Tube Co. 





(Lim.) v. Phillips ..... .. . cece -.e00 ee UIT 


In the Weekly Reporter. 


Boucas v. Cooke and Another ......... .. 99 
Dowden & Pook (Limited) v. Pook ..... 97 
Emary (Appellant) v. Nolloth (Re- 


Igoe vy. Shann and Others ... ............ 11 

O'Connell In re. Mawle v. Jagoe, 
A. 8. C. Lempriere, and Others ...... 102 

Rex v. Westminster High Bailiff ......... 109 


Smith, In re. Eastwick y. Smith .... 104 

Somerville and Turner's Contract, In re 101 

The Church Patronage Trust, In re. 
Laurie v. Attorney-General............ 106 





Current 


Topics. 


A NEW oRDER, which we print elsewhere, makes some slight 


changes in the court fees which are payable under the Supreme 
Under the new procedure introduced 
by R. 8. C. ord. 11, r. 8, the service of notice of a writ of 
summons in a foreign country may be undertaken by the 
government of that country. 
request for such service, and on bespeaking the request a fee of 
The fee on sealing an originating summons 
remains at 10s., but that on amending the same is reduced from 
A fee of £1 is to be paid on drawing up and 
entering orders made on motion, in the same manner as when 
the order is made on a special case or petition. And item 135, 
which charges a fee of 10s. on vacating a recognizance, is to 
extend to the vacation of a bund. 


This entails the issuing of a 









Tue Honovrs List, just issued by the Law Society, is a rather 
There were eighty-five candidates, of whom 
fifteen only were successful. There is no one in the first class ; 
in the opinion of the committee the standard attained by the 
candidates did not justify the issue of any first class list, and 
there are only six names in the second class. We need hardly 
point out that, although this remarkable list is the first issued 
after the reorganization of the law school of the society, it is 
practically impossible that anyone trained under the new scheme 
The classes were only commenced 
towards the close of September last, while the Final Examina- 
tion was held on the 2nd and 3rd of November. The list 
appears to afford evidence of the need of some such system oi 
teaching as that recently inaugurated. 










Tue orrence of which a clerk in the employment of the 


General Post Office was found guilty a few days ago—that of 
forging and uttering telegrams with the intention of defrauding 
a bookmaker—has become very frequent of late, and the mode 


7 
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in which it is carried outis simple. Telegrams purporting to 
make bond fide bets on horse-races are forwarded to the book- 
maker before the race is run. The prisoner, who by reason of 
his employment in the post office has access to these telegrams, 
retains them until he knows the result of the races, and then alters 
them by substituting the name of the winning horse for that men- 
tioned in the telegram. Or the fraud may be carried out by send- 
ing atelegram after the result of the race is known containing the 
name of the winning horse and altering the words indicating the 
time at which the telegram has been handed in for transmission 
by substituting others indicating that it was handed in at an 
earlier date. The offence of altering the’ telegram, even where 
there is no intention to defraud, is made punishable as a mis- 
demeanour by section 11 of the Post Office Protection Act, 1884. 
In the case of The Lord Adwocate vy. Hodkinson (40 Scottish Law 
Reporter 834) Lord Youne points out that at the time of the 
passing of the Act the criminal courts took no account of any 

ishonourable conduct in the course of betting upon horse-races. 
The learned judge goes on to say that the Act was passed in the 
interests of men of business who deal in market values by tele- 
graph, and was therefore intended to make a post office clerk 
or official who materially altered a telegram liable in the same 
manner as he would be if he forged or altered a bill of exchange. 





Tue Parnrvut accident at Hanley, Staffordshire, by which a 
young man who fell down a disused pit shaft was killed, has 
drawn attention to the dangerous condition of districts in this 
country in which there are disused coal and iron mines. It is 
many years since the late Cuarrzs Dickens commented upon 
these dangers in his novel ‘‘ Hard Times,” and the Legislature 
has since that time made some effort to provide a remedy. By 
the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887, s. 37, where any mine is 
abandoned or the working thereof discontinued, at whatever time 
the abandonment or discontinuance occurred, the owner thereof, 
and every other person interested in the minerals of the mine, 
shall cause the tup of every shaft and every side entrance from 
the surface to be, and to be kept, securely fenced for the pre- 
vention of accidents, and if any person fails to act in conformity 
with the section, he shall be guilty of an offence within the 
meaning of the Act. It is further provided that any shaft or 
side entrance which is not fenced as required by the section, and 
is within fifty yards of any highway, road, footpath, or place of 
public resort, or is in open or uninclosed land, shall be deemed 
to be a nuisance within section 91 of the Public Health Act, 
1875. A similar provision had already been made in the 
Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 1872. We read, however, 
that notwithstanding these enactments, and the fact that a 
heavy expense has recently been incurred in surveying the 
district, there is great fear that similar accidents may occur. 





Ir 1s not often that a question as to the ownership of an island 
arises in an English court, but Mr. Justice Joyoz was invited to 
deal with such a question in the case of The Great Torrington 
Conservators v. Moore Stevens, in which judgment was delivered on 
the 5th of December. The action was for an injunction to restrain 
the defendant from taking gravel from the bed of the River 
Torridge. By the Great Torrington Commons Act, 1889, an Act 
for vesting Great Torrington Common, Castle Hill Common, and 
other lands in the borough of Great Torrington, in the county of 
Devon, in a body of conservators, certain lands scheduled in the Act 
were vested in the conservators, and a portion of those lands 
adjoined the river. There was an island as old as, or older than, 
the banks on either side of the river, which was in fact divided 
into two streams. The plaintiffs, the conservators, contended 
that, upon the true construction of the Act, the land which 
was vested in them comprised the bed where it bounded the 
lands as defined by the map. In America, where questions 
as to the title to islands arise more frequently than in this 
country, it is laid down, with reference to the apportionment of 
of a watercourse between opposite riparian proprietors, that if 
there be a newly-formed island exactly in the middle of the 
stream it is equally divided between the two proprietors, But if 
one portion of the island approaches nearer to one side of a 
stream, than it does to the other, the greater part belongs to the 


thereto. This doctrine, however consonant with authority anj 
principle, seems in practice to be hardly more convenient thay 
taking two bites to a cherry. And although the rule is confing 
to the case of island recently formed, the same reason will apply 
to the case of islands, the origin of which cannot be traced, 
unless the property in them has been otherwise appropriated, 
The argument of the plaintiffs was that the presumption was ip 
favour of their right to the property in the island, but this argy. 
ment was not adopted by the learned judge, who considered that 
they were entitled to nothing beyond the medium filum of the 
stream which flowed between the common vested in them and the 
island. 





In THE case of Speake v. Hughes, which was heard by the 
Court of Appeal on the 8th of December, the action was t 
recover damages for slander, the words alleged to have bea 
spoken being that the plaintiff had quitted premises leaving his 
rent unpaid, and that the defendant could not get it from him; 
the special damage relied upon being that the plaintiff, in con. 
sequence of these words, was dismissed by his employers. The 
court held that the action was not maintainable, inasmuch as 
the damage was not the natural and reasonable consequence of 
the speaking of the words. It has been said that the law is 
jealous of actions for words unwritten, and there can be no 
doubt that there are many instances in which the words are 
highly disparaging and injurious to character, and yet are not 
in themselves actionable. There is an old story that two well- 
known members of the Northern Circuit, having become engaged 
in a passionate dispute, read out to each other all the words in 
Bacon’s Abridgment and Comyn’s Digest which are said by the 
learned authors to be not actionable. To support the action 
special damage must be proved, and this _ special 
damage must be the probable consequence of the words. The 
well-known case of Kelly v. Partington (5 B. & Ad. 645) has 
been cited for the further proposition that, even though special 
damage has followed, the words are not actionable unless 
they are in their nature defamatory. But this is really another 
way of saying that in such a case the damage cannot properly 
be said to have resulted from the speaking of the words. It 
will not often happen that the words in respect of which an 
action is brought are not in their nature disparaging or injurious 
to the character of the plaintiff. Some of the older decisions 
as to the nature of the damage which must be proved are not 
quite in accordance with the opinions of the present day, and 
the Legislature may hereafter be called up»n to enlarge the 
area of words actionabie without proof of special damage, as it 
has already done in the Slander of Women Act, 1891. 





AN INTERESTING question as to the recovery of rates was dealt 
with this week by a Divisional Court in the case of Rez y, 


Gillespie and Boardman. The question, shortly, was whether 4 
distress warrant can be issued for the whole of a rate 
demanded, where the person liable to pay, and refusing to pay the 
whole, tenders a part. The West Ham stipendiary magistrate, 
under these circumstances, refused to issue a warrant for the 
whole rate, the overseers having refused to accept the part 
tendered ; but, on the tender being renewed in court, 
on the hearing a summons for a distress warrant, he 
offered to issue a warrant for the balance after crediting 
the person summoned with the amount he was ready t# 
pay. The High Court granted a rule nisi for a mandamu 
to the magistrate to issue a warrant of distress for the 
whole rate, but have now discharged the rule and upheld the 
magistrate’s decision. Of course, in the case of an ordinary 
debt, a creditor is not bound to accept anything on account of 
the full amount due. If £100 is owed, and £99 is tendered on 
account, the creditor may refuse, and may sue and recover 
his. full £100 and costs. The question arises, however, 
whether the same principle applies to the recovery of rates. It 
is to be remembered that the non-payment of a rate 18 
& quasi-criminal offence, and that, in case of refusal 
to pay and in default of distress, the offender may be 
sent to prison. No doubt an overseer is within his rights # 
refuse to accept part of a rate on account, but when he comes 0 





owner of the nearer estate according to the approximation 


put the criminal law in force to recover an unpaid rate, it them 
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becomes a question what is the duty of the magistrate who is 
asked to issue a distress warrant for the whole. Itis quite clear 
that if the defendant, when before the court, is ready there and then 

y in full what is demanded and costs, no warrant can issue ; 
what should the magistrate do when the defendant is prepared 
topay part? The proceedings for a distress warrant are taken 
under the Distress for Rates Act, 1849, and section 5 of that 
Act provides that every summons against a person for non- 
payment of a rate may be in the form given in the schedule to 
the Act, or in any form to the like effect. A form is also given 
for the warrant. The summons recites with regard to the 
defendant that he has not paid the rate “ or any part thereof,” 
but has refused so to do. The warrant also recites that a com- 
plaint has been made that the defendant has not paid the rate 
“or any part thereof.”” From these two forms it certainly looks 
as if the Legislature contemplated process for part payment 
as well as for the whole. If, then, the defendant is ready when 
before the magistrate to pay a part then and there, itis hard to 
see how the magistrate can be wrong in refusing to issue a 
warrant except for the balance. It need hardly be said that the 
court resolutely refused to consider in any way the reasons why 
a person summoned refuses to pay the whole rate. Whether a 
part only was tendered because the person was unable to pay 
the whole, or because he had some conscientious objection to 
paying the whole, was quite immaterial. It must not be thought, 
therefore, that the court gave any countenance to the so-called 
“passive resisters.” 


WE NoTeED recently (ante, p. 1) that the question had been 
raised in the Court of Appeal whether a lessor who has assigned 
the reversion remains liable upon his covenants to the lessee or 
the assignee of the lease, and that judgment had been reserved. 
This was in the case of Stuart and Others v. Joy & Nantes, 
and judgment affirming the continued liability of the lessor 
was given on Monday last (Zimes, 15th inst.). An arbitration 
had been held with reference to the liabilities of the lessors in 
respect of repairs under an expired lease, but’ a new lease was 
created between the same parties before the award was made. 
This contained a covenant by the lessors and the lessees respec- 
tively, for due performance of the award when made. The award 
was made in favour of the lessees, and as a result of the award 
and of the lessors failing to do certain repairs, a sum of £165 
ultimately became payable. By this time the existing lease, 
and also the reversion on it, had both been assigned, and an 
action on the award to recover the £165, which had been found 
by the assignees of the lease, was brought by the lessees and 
their assigns against the original lessors. It seems to have 
been a question whether the liability properly arose under the 
award or under the covenant to perform the award. If, under 
the award, there was no ground for saying that the lessors 
did not remain liable. But if it arose under the covenant, then 
there was the argument that the liability had passed by the 
assignment of the reversion to the assignees and that the original 
lessors were thereby exempt. That the assigns became 
liable is of course clear. This results from the statute, 
32 Hen. 8, c 34, s. 2, which, in respect of leases made 
by deed, provides that the lessees shall have the same 
remedy on the covenants in the lease against grantees 
of the reversion as against the original lessors. But there 
is nothing in this provision to exempt the lessors them- 
selves, and the analogy of the relative position of lessees and 
their assigns is against such exemption. By the assignment of the 
lease a privity is created between the lessor and the assign, who 
becomes thereupon liable directly for payment of rent, and per- 
formance of covenants to the lessor. But the lessee at the sametime 
remains liable, though he is now only in the position of a surety 
for the assign; and, if he is called upon to find money, he can 
look to the assign to be indemnified: Moule v. Garrett (L. R. 5 
Ex. 132), There appears to be no reason why the 
lessor should escape liability by assigning the reversion 
any more than the lessee by assigning the lease, and 

Z8Ns-Harpy, L.J., delivered a clear judgment against 
the exemption contended for. ‘The consequence,” he 
said, “of holding that a landlord can escape from all liability 
Upon his express covenants in the lease by assigning to a pauper 
Would be oaine. In my opinion, the position of the lessor 


with respect to covenants running with the reversion is now pre- - 
cisely similar to the position of the lessee with respect to 
covenants running with the lease.” 





Tue case of Barnett v. Hart (ante, p. 14), though in the 
actual figures of no great moment, deals with a question of 
considerable commercial importance. The defendant had 
borrowed £50 of the plaintiff, giving him a three months’ bill 
for that amount. Before the maturity of the bill, the defendant 
arranged with the plaintiff for the payment to be deferred, but 
meanwhile the bill had been discounted with Lloyds Bank. 
Barvert failed to retire it, and in the result the bank obtained 
judgment against Harr and levied execution. Harr, in 
an action by Barner, counterclaimed for damages for 
Baryert’s breach of contract in not retiring the bill, and 
obtained, before Darune, J., and a jury, a verdict of £250. 
The Court of Appeal affirmed Harr’s right to recover substantial 
damages, but considered the amount excessive, and, to avoid a 
new trial, it was reduced by consent to £50. Barwzrt’s defence 
was that the claim was one for non-payment of money, and that, 
according to a well-known rule, Harr was only entitled to 
nominal damages. But although this is so where the only con- 
tract is one for payment of money as between debtor and 
creditor (see Wallis v. Smith; 21 Oh. D. 257), yet, as Prehn v. 
Royal Bank of Liverpool (L: R. 5 Ex. 92) shews, it is otherwise 
where the failure to provide money flows from breach of a special 
contract—that is, a contract not simply resulting in a debt. In 
that case a bank undertook to accept bills, the drawers supplying 
the necessary funds before the due date. The drawers suppli 
the funds, but the bank was unable to meet the acceptances. 
It was held that the drawers were entitled to recover as da es 
the expense to which they were put in providing for the bills. 
In principle this seems to:cover the present case. The lender 
impliedly undertook that the borrower’s bill should not be 
presented at maturity. This was a special contract, for breach 
of which he was liable to pay damages measured by the 
consequent expense to the borrower. As we have said, the 
importance of the case is not measured by the figures. It is a 
common practice, in certain classes of commercial borrowing on 
a large scale, for the loan to be covered by short bills, which are 
to be renewed from time to time. These the lender discounts, 
and he retires them as new ones are provided. Lenders of the 
class in question are not likely to omit the necessary step of 
protecting the bills, but should they do so the present decision 
shews that the resulting liability may be serious. 


Sraturory Power to alter the articles of association of a 
company is conferred on the company by section 50 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, and this power can be exercised although 
the exercise involves a violation of some contract entered into 
between the members in the articles: Allen v. Gold Reefs of West 
Africa (48 W.R. 452 ; 1900, 1 Ch. 656). The recent decision 
of Byrne, J., in Punt v. Symons §& Co. (Limited) (52 W. R. 41) 
carries the matter a step further, and it is now held that a con- 
tract outside the articles does not restrain the company from 
altering the articles, although for the breach of contract there 
may be a remedy in damages. Hence, where an agreement 
between the vendor and the company provided that the 
company should not at .any time alter the articles, 
under which a predominance in the management was 
vested in the vendor and the trustees of his will, 
it was held that the existence of the agreement was no bar 
to an alteration of the articles under the statutory power. 
Inasmuch, however, as the directors had issued shares for the sole 
purpose of gaining a majority at the general meeting over the 
trustees of the will, it was also held that the issue was an im- 
proper exercise of their powers as directors—it being essential 
that these should be exercised for the benefit of the members 
generally— and hence an injunction was granted to restrain the 
holding of the meeting to confirm the proposed alteration of the 
articles. It may be noticed that the trustees would have had 
upon a polla large preponderance of votes, but to demand a poll 
five members were required, and this number could not be 
secured. The whole number of members after the increase was 





only twelve. Hence the trustees had no chance of reversing the 
* 
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decision on a show of hands. It is essential to provide in draft- 
ing the articles of companies which are likely to consist of only a 
few members that there shall be no difficulty of this kind in 
getting a poll taken. 





A cuarcE like that which has recently been made before 
county magistrates—of throwing vitriol with the object of 
disfiguring another person—is happily rare in this country, 
though it is tolerably frequent on the Continent. Wounds 
which merely disfigure the person, without impairing the 
general strength or the powers of some particular member, seem 
to have been excluded by all the common law definitions of 
mayhem. The law now applicable to disfigurement appears 
to be contained in the Offences Against the Person Act, 1861. 
By section 18, ‘‘ Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously by 
any means whatsoever wound or cause any grievous bodily 
harm to any person . with intent to maim, disfigure, or 
disable any person, shall be guilty of felony.” These words 
are large enough to include a case of throwing boiling water 
or vitriol. The New York Penal Code describes the offence 
more fully, declaring that every person who, with premeditated 
design to injure another, inflicts upon his person any injury 
which disfigures his personal appearance or disables any member 
or organ of his body, is guilty of maiming. 





Coroners’ rvqugsts upon fires in the City of London have 
been held during the past week. It was decided in Reg. v. 
Herford (29 L. J. Q. B. 249) that by the general law a coroner 
has no power to hold an inquisition respecting the origin of a 
fire, and this law is recognized in section 44 of the Coroners Act, 
1887. In the City of London, however, power is given by the 
City of London Fire Inquests Act (a local Act) to hold a 
coroner’s inquest into the cause and circumstances of a fire and 
all matters connected therewith, and the manner of preventing 
the same. The juries in the cases which came before them 
found that there was not conclusive evidence as to the origin of 
the fires, but made recommendations as to the provision of 
facilities for the exit of persons who might be occupied in the 
premises affected by the fires. 








The Protection of Workmen Against 


Aggressive Combinations. 


Ws referred shortly to Giblan v. National Amalgamated Labourers’ 
Unton at the time when the decision was given, but the publica- 
tion of the full report of the decision of the Court of Appeal 
(1903, 2 K. B. 600) may usefully be made the occasion for 
recurring to a subject which recent litigation has shewn to be 
of exceptional interest and also of exceptional difficulty. Until 
the question of the extent to which peaceful coercion can be 
carried in labour disputes comes again before the House of 
Lords the answer to it depends upon the deductions to be drawn 
from the decisions of that tribunal in the Mogul case (1892, A. C. 
25), in Allen v. Flood (1898, A.C. 1), and in Quinn vy. Leathem 
(1901, A. C, 495). The result of the first case was that a combina- 
tion among traders to offer such facilities to customers as would 
attract the whole trade to themselves and ruin their rivals was 
not actionable. ‘‘ The whole matter,” said Lord Harssvry, C., 
“ comes round to the original proposition, whether a combina- 
tion to trade, and to offer, in respect of prices, discounts, and 
other trade facilities, such terms as will win so large an 
amount of custom as to make it unprofitable for rival 
traders to pursue the same trade is unlawful, and I am 
clearly of opinion that it is not.” In other words, every 
trader is entitled not only to seek his own advantage by 
trading upon terms which will injure his rivals, but he may also 
combine with others for the same purpose. The right of his 
rivals to trade is, as it was put by Fry, L.J., in the Mogul case 
(23 Q. B. D., p. 25), not an absolute, but a qualified right—a right 
conditioned by the like right in all other persons, and a right, 
therefore, to trade subject to competition. This dictum was referred 
to by Sriziina, L.J., in his judgment in Giblan’s case (supra), and he 


se 


terms: “So also every workman is entitled to dispose of hig 
labour on his own terms; but that right is conditioned by the 
right of every other workman to do the like. In particular each 
employee is, as I think, at liberty to decide for himself whether 
he will or will not work along with another individual in the 
same employ ; and if all the workmen but one determine that 
they will not continue their labour in company with that one, 
they may inform their employer of their decision.” In other 
words, the right of every man to dispose of his labour as he 
pleases—what Vavenan Wittiams, L.J., in the same case called 
“his undoubted common law right to dispose of his labour 
according to his will’’—-is subject to the similar rights of other 
men, and such other men can determine, either individually or 
in combination, the conditions upon which they will dispose of 
their labour. 

So far we are taken by the Mogul case. Then came Allen y 
Flood, which, until a different complexion was put upon it by 
Quinn v. Leathem, seemed to establish the workmen’s right of 
combination upon a still firmer basis. To shew what was at 
the time thought to be the effect of Allen v. Flood it is per 
missible to refer to the statement of the case contained in the 
head-note to the report in the Law Reports. This, after —— 
that a trade union delegate had informed the employers that 
his men would be called out unless certain obnoxious workmen 
(therespondents) were dismissed, continues: ‘‘There was evidence 
that this was done to punish the respondents for what they had 
donein the past. The employers, in fear of this threat being carried 
out, which (as they knew) would have stopped their business, 
discharged the respondents and refused to employ them again.” 
There was thus, according to the apparent result of the facts, an 
intention to punish the respondents, and their dismissal was 
procured by a threat uttered to the employers by the trade 
union official. The permanent authority of the case must be 
considered now to lie in the decision that the malicious motive 
implied in the intention to punish did not in itself make the 
conduct of the trade union official actionable, assuming 
it to be otherwise lawful. This result has not been 
questioned. But the House of Lords also went on to hold, 
by a majority, that the conduct in question was in itself 
lawful. When, however, the same matter came up for discussion 
again in Quinn y. Leathem, very careful attention was given to 
discovering exactly what was the conduct which the House had 
thus held to be lawful, and it was considered that there had 
been in fact no threat uttered by the delegate, but simply 4 
statement of what the men had resolved to do. ‘*'The 
hypothesis of fact,” said Lord Harssury, C., ‘upon which 
Allen vy. Flood was decided by a majority in this House was 
that the defendant there neither uttered nor carried into effect 
any threat at all; he simply warned the plaintiffs’ employers of 
what the men themselves, without his persuasion or influence, 
had determined to do.” And similarly, Lord Linptxy said: 


“In the opinion of the noble lords who formed the 
majority of your lordships’ House, all that Aten did 
was to inform the employers of the plaintiffs that 


most of their workmen would leave them if they did 
not discharge the plaintiffs.” This reduced the position of the 
defendant to that of a mere intermediary. The men were 
going to leave and this was averted by a statement to the 
employers. As the result, the plaintiffs were dismissed, but they 
had no right of action. Nothing had happened which com 
stituted any infringement of their rights. 


Allen v. Flood being thus put out of the way, it was compara: 
tively easy to restore to the individual workman, as against the 
organized power of the trade union, a position which he had 
seemed to have lost, and this was done by Quinn v. Leathem. 
The combination of workmen is perfectly legitimate so long 4 
it does not take the form of an attack on the right of the 
individual workman. Each party, the individual workman 0B 
the one side, and the combination of workmen on the other, aré 
entitled to the enjoyment of the right to dispose of their 
labour as they please, subject only to the exercise of this right 
by the opposite party. But when the combination departs from 
this quiescent attitude and aggressively interferes with 
individual workman by threats uttered to the employer, then the 
right of the individual workman is invaded, and, if damage 





stated the analogous position of workmen in the following 





follows, he has a right of action. 
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This, it is submitted, is the effect of Quinn v. Leathem, and 
upon this view of the law the result in Gibian’s case presented no 
eat difficulty. Upon the facts found by the jury, two trade union 
officials had combined to prevent the plaintiff from obtaining 
employment by threatening to call out the other workmen. The 
Jaintiff had been a local treasurer of the union, and was 
indebted in respect of union funds, and the object was to make 
him pay his debt, and, in the case of one of the defendants, to 
unish him for his defalcations. But, in accordance with the 
decision in Allen v. Flood, the motive was perhaps not material, 
and at any rate it was held that it did not afford any justifica- 
tion for the interference with the plaintiffs’ rights. In respect 
of the defalcations the union had their remedy at law, and were 
not entitled to impose the punishment of depriving the plaintiff 
of his employment. There bad been, therefore, an aggressive 
use by the defendants of their powers as trade union officials, 
and this constituted an actionable interference with the plaintiff's 
right to dispose of his own labour as he pleased. It should also 
be noted that Romer, L.J., although his judgment was based 
upon the combination between the defendants, disclaimed the 
idea that combination was an essential element of liability in 
such a case. The action lies for the unjustifiable interference 
with a man’s liberty of action, and this interference may be due 
to the conduct of an individual who is placed in a position of 
cial power as well as to a combination of individuals. It may 
be said that Giblan’s case points the moral of Quinn v. Leathem, 
and secures to the individual workman a reasonable measure of 
protection. 








Varying the Rights of Shareholders 
Luter Se. 


Tux decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Welsbsch Incan- 
descent Gas Light Co. (Times, 17th inst.) settles an important 


question with respect to the mode in which .a company can 
reserve the right to effect, with suitable consents, the alteration 


inter se of the rights of shareholders. So long as preferential 
rights are conferred only by the articles, they are subject to 
alteration by reason of the general power conferred by section 
50 of the Companies Act, 1862, to effect alterations in the 
articles; but, on the other hand, this power goes too far, for it 
enables the rights of a single class of preference shareholders to 
be thus altered by a three-fourths majority of the whole body 
of shareholders. The only way, therefore, of securing pro- 
tection for the preferred 'class is to define their rights by the 
memorandum of association, and then it has to be considered 
whether the company can at the same time reserve the 
opportunity of bringing about an alteration of these rights. 
The matters which the memorandum of association must 
necessarily define are specified in section 8 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, and include “‘(5) the amount of capital with which 
the company proposes to be registered, divided into shares of a 
certain fixed amount.” And section 12, after reserving power 
to increase and consolidate the capital, and to effect a change of 
name, provides that, save as aforesaid, “‘no alteration shall be 
made by any company in the conditions contained in its 
memorandum of association.” When, therefore, the draftsman, 
in addition to specifying the amount of the capital and of the 
shares, goes on also to attach special rights to different classes 
of shares, he is going beyond the statutory requirements 
and is inserting in the memorandum provisions which 
might possibly be thought not to be ‘conditions contained 
in its memorandum of association ” within the meaning of section 
12; and, if this were so, that section would present no bar to an 
alteration of them. But this argument was considered and 
rejected in Ashbury v. Watson (30 Ch. D. 376), where it was 
desired to support an alteration of preferential rights which had 
been inserted in the memorandum. After referring to section 
12, Lord Esuer, M.R., said: ‘ It doesnot say ‘in the conditions 
hereinbefore mentioned,’ nor ‘in any condition necessary to the 
constitution of the company.’ It contains no limitation of any 
kind. To my mind it is a plain enactment that the compan. 
cannot alter anything in the memorandum of association whic 
is acondition save what is expressly mentioned in that section.” 





It must be taken, then, that if the memorandum confers prefer- 
ential rights, and says nothing about altering them, they are to be 
regarded as finally settled for the whole term of the company’s 
existence. On the other hand, if the arficles are silent as to any 
preferential rights, then, as was decided in Andrews v. Gas Meter 
Co. (Limited) (1897, 1 Ch. 361), there is no such implied con- 
dition of equality between the shareholders as to forbid the 
creation of special rights under the articles of association, 
whether as originally framed or as subsequently altered. But, 
as already pointed out, preferential rights created in this way are 
subject to alteration at any time by the general body of share- 
holders. 

What is really required in cases where the issue of preference 
shares is in contemplation is to im as a condition for 
alteration the consent of a suitable majority of the class 
of shareholders affected, and this is commonly done by 
inserting in the memorandum a provision referring to certain 
of the contemporaneous articles, and authorizing a variation of the 
preferential rights in accordance with such articles. But to 
this course there has been hitherto the possible objection that 
the power to effect the alteration is ultra vires. The memorandum 
in fact defines the rights of the various classes of shareholders, 
and such definition becomes a “condition” contained in the 
memorandum which, by virtue of section 12, does not admit of 
modification. The reply is easy, that the definition of the rights 
is not absolute, but is expressly made dependent upon the 
power to alter them in the prescribed manner, and that con- 
sequently an alteration in such manner does not constitute any 
variation of the conditions contained in the memorandum, and 
this reply has now been recognized by the Court of Appeal as 
correct. 

In Re Welsbach Incandescent Gas Light Co. (supra) the 
memorandum stated that the capital of the company was 
£3,500,000, divided into 300,000 preference shares of £5 each, 
1,350,000 ordinary shares of £1 each, and 650,000 deferred 
shares of £1 each, and the rights of the various classes of share- 
holders were defined. It was also provided that the rights for 
the time being attached to the several classes of shares might 
be modified in manner pe by clause 52 of the accompanying 
articles of association, but not otherwise. Clause 52 imposed as 
a condition of any proposed alteration that it should either be 
ratified in writing by the holders of at least two-thirds of the issued 
shares of the class affected, or should be ratified by anextraordinary 
resolution of the shareholders of that class. It was alleged that 
over two millions of the capital was lost or was unrepresented by 
available assets, and a petition was presented for reduction and for 
re-arrangement of the shares in a manner which departed from the 
original constitution of the company. The necessary sanctions 
to the scheme had been obtained from the several classes of 
shareholders and the order for reduction was made by Buck.Ey, 
J., but a section of the preference shareholders appealed, basing 
their opposition partly on the ground that the power to alter 
their preférential right was ultra vires. 

For the reason above stated, it is difficult to conceive that this 
objection could have had any chance of success, and in fact it 
found no favour in the Court of A . The “condition” of 
the memorandum, as both Vauenan Wiiiiausand Romer, L.JJ., 
pointed out, was, not that the preference shareholders should 
take. negra | the rights originally conferred upon them, but 
that they should have these rights subject to the possibility of their 
being altered in the prescribed manner. And the same view 
was put with equal force by Srratinc, LJ. The “ Legislature,”’ 
he observed, ‘‘ has not thought fit to require a company to state 
definitely in its memorandum anything as to the priorities of 
different classes of shareholders. All that need be stated is the 
amount of the capital, and its division into shares of a certain 
fixed amount. There is consequently nothing to forbid a pro- 
vision that any additional matters stated are subject to variation, 
and the variation of priority in the present case, effected as it had 
been in accordance with the articles, constituted no interference 
with the legal rights of the preference shareholders.” It was 
still, of course, possible to object to the scheme of reduction of 
capital as involving unfairness, but in this respect the Court of 
Appeai saw no reason to depart from the view taken by 
Buoxtey, J., and his decision authorizing the reduction was 
affirmed. 
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Reviews. 


Stephen’s Commentaries. 


Mr. SERJEANT SrEPHEN’s NEw COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF 
ENGLAND (PARTLY FOUNDED ON BLACKSTONE). By His Honour 
Judge STEPHEN. FourTEsntH EpitTion. Under the General 
Editorship of Epwarp Jenks, Esq., M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at- 
Law, Principal and Director of Legal Studies to the Law Society. 
THOROUGHLY REVISED AND MODERNIZED AND Broveut DowN 
TO THE PRESENT Time. IN Focur Votumegs. Butterworth & Co. 


The present issue, being the fourteenth edition, of ‘‘ Stephen” is 
a revolution in the history of that work. For something like a 
quarter of acentury edition after edition has appeared with the new 
law added in the manner customary to the routine editor; new cases 
have been noticed in foot-notes, and antiquarian matter, compara- 
tively useless to the student, has been retained. Now we have acomplete 
remodelling. Each division of the book has been apportioned to a writer 
conversant with its subject, with a free hand as to the text, and the 
result is an edition which, for the first time within recent years, 
brings the work satisfactorily abreast of the modern developments of 
law. Naturally a great deal has been added to Blackstone as 
modernized by Stephen, but, on the other hand, much of Blackstone’s 
admirable style has been restored. As Mr. Jenks remarks, ‘a careful 
study of the alterations made in his language by successive editors 
has generally resulted in an increased respect for Blackstone’s 
original version. In some cases changes appéar to have been made 
from the mere wanton desire of change, usually with disastrous 
results. . . An unhappy tradition of a past generation held 
that a law book ought to be unreadable; it is largely to Blackstone 
that we owe a healthier tone in modern opinion.” 

The chapters of volume 1 have been revised either by Mr. Jenks 
or by Mr. Strahan. We have examined several of these chapters, 
and are disposed to congratulate the revisers on the care and skill 
which are displayed. The part of chapter 24 relative to the Con- 
veyancing Acts is a model of clear and interesting exposition. The 
other part, on the Settled Land Acts, is not quite so successful ; this 
is no doubt to some extent due to the complication of their 
provisions, but we think the introduction might have set forth more 
fully and clearly the real object and policy of the Acts. The chapter 
on Death Duties on land is perhaps the least satisfactory in the 


first volume, but it is of course impossible to condense into about 
pages a complete summary of the provisions of the Succession 


Duty Act and the Finance Acts. We think, however, that more 
might have been done by sub-headings to render the general outline 
of the provisions as to estate daty intelligible to the student 

Most of the chapters in volume 2 are revised by Mr. J. M. Gover, 
and here we find in chapter 5 an excellent summary of the law of 
contract, including in section 13 a neat and clearly-arranged outline 
of the law relative to bills of sale. The chapters on title by bank- 
ruptcy, and title by will and by administration are satisfactorily 
revised by Mr. West. 

In _ volume 3 we find a chapter on limited companies, revised 
by Mr. Hirst, which condenses into a short compass the 
leading features of these corporations; we think, however, 
that the student should have had explained.to him, in the 
first instance, the difference between a company limited by guarantee 
and a company limited by shares. Mr. Macmorran, K.C., contributes 
an excellent chapter to this volume on the laws relating to the 
sanitary condition of the people. The portions of this volume relative to 
the redress of injuries, and the courts, and proceedings, and limitation 
of actions are revised by Mr. T. Willes Chitty, whose name is a sufficient 
guarantee of their accuracy. We think, however, that the palm in 
this volume must be given to the chapters on equity revised or contri- 
buted by Mr. Ashburner and Mr. J. A. Straban. They are admir- 
ably done and supply a serious deficiency in the former editions. The 
last volume, relative to crimes, is revised by Mr. J. A. Simon, and 
appears to be well brought up to date. 

We are glad to welcome so satisfactory a re-issue of this time- 
honoured work. 





Books Received. 


The English Reports, Volume XXXIV Chancery XIV., con- 
taining Vesey junior volumes 11-19; snd Vesey junior Supplement, 
volumes 1 and 2. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh; Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The Law and Practice of Compensation: being a Collection of 
the General Statites, relating to the Compulsory Acquisition of 
Land hy Compsnies and Public Authorities. With Notes, Forms, 
and a Digest of all the leading Cases. By Epwarp Boyte, K.C., 


and THomMAs WacuHorn, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 





| Friday, January Ist, 1904, to Saturday, January 9th,“bo 
| His lordship will sit in King Bench Judges’ Chambers on Wednesday, 


The Law of Compensation: being a Collection of all the Public 
General Acts relating to Compulsory Purchase of and Interference 
with Land; with Notes of all the Cases Thereon. Also the Statuto 
Provisions Specially Applicable to London; with Reports of Caves 
and a Full Series of Precedents. By J. H. BALrour Browns, K.0,, 
and CHARLES E. ALctan, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Second 
Edition. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


Comwissioner Kerr: An Individuality. By G. Prrr-Lewis, K.¢. 
Second Impression, with Two Portraits. T. Fisher Unwin. Price 
10s. 6d. not. 


Estate Duty as Imposed by the Finance Act, 1894, and Amended 
by Subsequent Legislation. With Notes. By E. J. Eaprs, Manager 
of the Estate Duty Department of Messrs. Waterlow Bros. & Layton 
(Limited). Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


New Orders, &c. 


Supreme Court Fees. 


From and after the 15th day of January, 1904, the Order as to 
Supreme Court Fees, 1884, shall have effect :-- 
(1.) As if the following item were inserted in the Schedule there- 
of after item 2: 
24. On bespeaking a request for service of + s, d. 
Notice of Writ by a Foreign Court 
under Order XI. Rule8 ... a ££ we 8 
(2.) As if in item 9 a fee of 2s. 6d. were substituted for ds. 
(3.) As if in item 57 the word “motion” were inserted before 
the words ‘‘ special case,” and 
(4.) As if in item 135 after the word ‘‘ recognizance” the words 
‘* or bond ’’ were inserted. 
(Signed) 








HAubssury, C. 

ALVERSTONE, C.J. 

R. HENN Couns, M.R. 

ARTHUR KEKEWICB, J. 

We concur in the above Order. 
(Signed) AItwyn E. FELLOWES, 

BALCARRES. 

30th November, 1903. 


Transfer of Actions. 
Ornpver or Court. 
Thursday, the 3rd day of December, 1903. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order thatithe actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 
Buckley. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Joyce (1903—C.—No. 3,275). 
In the Matter of the Caledonian Engineering Oo. (Limited). Frederick 
Jobn Cox v. The Caledonian Engineering Co. (Limited) and Arthur 
Mogg Brown. 


Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady (1902—B.—No. 3,489). 


In the Matter of Banks’ Fireproof Construction Syndicate (Limited). 
Herbert Henry Bartlett v. Banks’ Fireproof Construction Syndicate 
(Limited). Haussvury, C. 


High Court of Justice. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1903-4. 
Noricr. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During the Christmas Vacation all applications ‘* which may require to 
be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to tlie judges who for 
the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Watron will act as Vacation Judge from 
Tuesday, December 22nd, to Thursday, December 31st, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Tuesday, 
December 29th. On other days, within the above period, applications in 
urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Bucknrit will act as Vacation Judge from 
th days inclusive. 


January 6th. On other days, within the above period, applications im 


, urgent matters may be paid to his lordship by post or rail. 


Tn any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a separate 
sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the 
applicant entitled to, and also an envelope capable of receiving the papers, 
addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, 
WS.” 
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On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, aud a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. : 

The papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
can be obtained on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

The Chambers of Mr. Justice Farwett and Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy, 
(Division E to Kk) will be open (for Vacation business only) from 10 to 2 on 
Thursday, December 24th ; Tuesday, December 29th ; Wednesday, Decem- 
ber 30th; Thursday, December 31st, 1903; Friday, January Ist; Tuesday, 
January 5th; Wednesday, January 6th, 1904. 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. REGENT’S CANAL AND DOCK CO. 
9th Dec. 


IntanD Revenure—Stramr Dvutry—Company—Issve or Loan Caprrat— 

ConsoLIpATION or Denenture Stock—Frnance Acr, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. 

c. 9), 8. 8. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of Ridley, J., on a special case 
stated by consent in an action brought by the Attorney-General, as 
informant, claiming duty and penalties under section 8 of the Finance 
Act, 1899: 1902, 2 K. B. 86. The defendants were a company formed and 
established in the United Kingdom within the meaning of the above- 
named section, having been incorporated by the Regent’s Canal City and 
Docks Railway Act, 1882. Between the years 1882 and 1900 the defend- 
ants from time to time under the said Act of 1882 and other Acts in that 
behalf empowering them, issued, and there was existing at the date of the 
passing of the Regent's Canal and Dock Act, 1900, debenture stock to the 
amount of £411,852 —viz., £110,000 of 3 per cent. stock, £101,852 of 4 per 
cent. stock, and £200,000 of 4} per cent. stock. By the Regent’s Canal 
and Dock Act, 1900, after reciting that it was expedient that the eben- 
ture stock issued by the company should be consolidated into a single 
debenture stock bearing a uniform rate of dividend of 3 per cent., it was 
provided (inter alia) as follows: Section 2. ‘‘ Part 3 (relating to debenture 
stock) and part 4 (relating to change of name) of the Companies Clauses 
Act, 1863, are, except where expressly varied by this Act, incorporated with 
and form part of this Act. The néw debenture stock by this Act created 
shall be deemed to be debenture stock created by the company within the 
meaning of and in accordance with the provisions of part 3 of the Companies 
Ciauses Act, 1863.’’ Section 3. ‘‘ (1) On the 31st day-of December, 1900, 
the following stocks of the company shall be by this Act cancelled and 
extinguished (that is to say): The three per centum debenture stock, the 
four per centum debenture stock, the four-and-a-quarter per centum 
debenture stock. (2) On the said 31st day of December, 1900, there shall 
be by virtue of this Act without further or other authority created in lieu 
of the stocks extinguished by this Act debenture stock of the company 
(hereinafter referred to as new debenture stock) of such nominal 
amount as may be necessary for giving effect to the provisions of this 
se:tion, (3) Every holder of any of the stocks by this Act extinguished 
shall be entitled to and shall receive in substitution for every one hundred 
pounds of such stock held by him and so in proportion for every fraction 
of one hundred pounds new debenture stock as follows (that is to say): In 
the case of holders of existing three per centum debenture stock, the same 
nominal amount of debenture stock. In the case of holders of existing 
four per centum debenture stock and of four-and-a-quarter per 
centum debenture stock respectively, new debenture stock to such nominal 
amount as at the rate of three per centum will yield to the holder in 
cash the same amount as the amount of the interest now payable in 
respect of the existing debenture stock held by him. (4) The new deben- 
ture stock shall bear the dividend of three per centum per annum.” 
The amount of new debenture stock which was required to carry out the 
provisions of the said Act was £529,136, and debenture stock to this amount 
was inscribed in the names of the persons entitled thereto under the said 
Act, and certificates in respect of the same were given in exchange for the 
old certificates. Section 8 of the Finance Act, 1899, under which the 
Crown claimed duty and penalties, provides as follows :-‘‘ (1) Where any 
local authority, corporation, company, or body of persons formed or estab- 
lished in the United Kingdom propose to issue any loan capital, they shall, 
before the issue thereof, deliver to the commissioners a statement of the 
amount proposed to be secured by the issue. (2) Subject to the provisions 
of this section, every such statement shall be charged with an ad valorem 
stamp duty of 2s. 6d. for every £100, and any fraction of £100 over any 
multiple of £100 of the amount proposed to be secured by the issue, 
and the amount of the duty shall be a debt to her Majesty.’’ Sub- 
sec ion 4 imposes penalties for failure to comply with the section. By 
sub-section 5, ‘‘loan capital’’ means, inter alia, any debenture stock. 
The questions for the opinion of the court were: (1) Whether the defend- 
ants had under the said Act proposed to issue, or issued, any loan capital, 
and, if so, t. what amount? (2) Whether a statement of the whole or any 
part of the new debenture stock was deliverable by the defendants to the 
“ommissioners of Inland Revenue under section 8, sub-section 1, of the 
Finance Act, 1899, and, if s>, of what amount? (3) Whether the defend- 
ants were liable to pay to his Majesty the sum claimed, or any and what 
part thereof: Ridley, J., was of opinion that the defendants had not pro- 
ft & issue any loan capital within the meaning of section 8 of the 

nce Act, 1899, and that the stamp duty imposed by that section was 
hot payable. 


No. 1. 


The Crown appealed, 





Tue Covrr (Cottins, M.R., and Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, — 
allowed the appeal, and gave judgment for the Crown for duty 
interest, the Attorney-General waiving the penalties. 

Cot.ins, M.R., said the result of the operation carried out by the com- 
pany in pursuance of their private Act was that one debenture stock was 
substituted for three classes of debenture stock, one uniform rate of interest 
was substituted for three different rates of interest, and a larger indebtedness 
was substituted for the old indebtedness. The debenture stockholders 
now held a new debenture stock which did not exist before. This new 
debenture stock was clearly ‘‘loan capital,’’ and he did not see how it 
could have come into the hands of the people who now possessed it with- 
out an ‘‘issue.”’ He came to the conclusion that the company came with- 
in the terms of section 8 of the Finance Act, 1899, as being a com 
which had proposed to issue loan capital. This case seemed to him to be 
in substance very much like the case of Midland Railway Co. v. Attorney- 
General (50 W. R. 433; 1902, A. C. 171). 

Marsew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsr., Sir Robert 
Finlay, A.G., Sir Edward Carson, 8.G., and Rowlatt; Danckw:rts, K.C., 
and 4. M. Talbot. Soxscrrons, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Hollams, Sons, 
Coward, §& Hawksley. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law | 


SHEA v. DROLESVAUX. No.1. 1lith Dec. 


Master AnD Servantr—Loapinc anp Untoaprnc Foreign Sures rw 
Enoutsn Ports—Ciam ry Srevepore’s Lanovrer Acarnst AGENTS oF 
Forrrien Owner—‘‘ Unpreraker ’’ — “* Factory ’’— Workmen’s Come 
PENSATION Act, 1897, s. 7 (2)—Facrory ann Worksnors Act, 1901, 
s. 104, 

This was an appeal by the workman from a decision of the judge of 
the Southwark County Court, given in an arbitration under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant was a stevedore’s labourer 
who had met with an accident while engaged in unloading the steamship 
Oliver in the Port of London. The respondents were the agents for the 
owners of the ship, the Hamburg and London Steamship Co. The question 
was whether the respondents, acting as agents for the loading and un- 
loading of foreign ships in English ports, were ‘‘ undertakers ’’ within the 
meaning of the statute. The county court judge found that the accident 
happened on board the foreign vessel, and he thought that, assuming the ship 
to be a “‘ factory ’’ within the meaning of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act. 1897, the persons in possession of the ship might be ‘‘ undertakers ”’ 
within the statute. But he held that possession referred to the person who at 
the time of the accident was in possession of the ‘*‘ factory ’’ and had eontrol 
of the business there conducted, and that in this case there was no evidence 
upon which he could find this to be true of the ship's agents; on the 
contrary he found that the crew, the mate, and the men were in possession 
of the ship and were doing its business. Therefore he made his award in 
favour of the respondents. The workman appealed. 

Tur Covnr (Cottiss, M.R., and Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.), 
without hearing counsel for the respondents, dismissed the appeal. It was 
clear that the respondents as agents of the shipowners w-re not under- 
takers withiu the meaning of section 7, sub-section 2, of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1807, and section 104 of the Factory and Workshops 
Act, 1901.—Counse., J. 2. Mitthews; Neild. Soutcrrors, H. Turner 
Clifford; Keene, Marsden, § Co. 

| Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |} 


BLOVETT v. SAWYER. No.1. 11th Dec. 


Master ANp Servanr—Master’s Lianmiry to Seavanr—BrickLayver 
Parp so Mvucn Perr Hovur—Accrpenr Durine Dryner-nourn—Work- 
mEN’s CompensaTION Act, 1897, s. 1, suB-secTron 1. 

Appeal by the applicant from the refusal of the judge of the North 
Shields County Court to award him compensation under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant was a bricklayer in the employ of 
the defendant, and was engaged on the day the accident happened on a 
building over thirty feet high. He left his work at noon for dinner, having 
an hour off for this purpose. It was admitted that it was open to him 
either to stay upon the premises for his dinner or to go away and have it 
elsewhere. However, on this particular day it was very wet and windy, 
so he and some of the other men decided to stay, and sat down under the 
lee of the wall of the building on which the applicant was engaged. He 
was just about to commence his dinner when part of the wall fell, and he 
was‘seriously injured. The county court judge, m giving judgment, ex- 
pressed the opinion that, as the applicant had sat down under the wall for 
the purpose of eating his dinner, the accident did not arise either out of or 
in the course of his employment. On behalf of the appellant counsel 
submitted that this finding was wrong, for the judge had taken too 
narrow a view of the statute. There wére several cases where a man who 
had met with an accident had been granted compensation, although he was, 
when he met with the injury, either on his way to or from his work. It could 
not affect the liability of the master that the accident happened to the work- 
man during the dinner-hour, which, though included in the man’s day, 
was not paid for. For the master it was submitted that as the man was 
paid by the hour and not by the week he could have been dismissed at any 
moment, and must be taken to have been in the employment of the respon- 











dent when the accident occurred. The accident happened while he was 
doing something entirely for his own benefit, and the master was not 
liable: Smith v. Normanton Colliery Co. (Limited) (1903, 1 Q. B. 204). 

Tr Covrr allowed the appeal. 

Cours, M.R.—On the face of the evidence the workman would ba in 
the employment of his master during the whole of the day, and the mere 
fact that he was not é on his main work, but was eating his dinner 





at the time of the accident, does not enable it to be maintained as a matter 
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of law that the accident, which certainly arose out of his employment, did 
not happen in the course of his employment. 

Martnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred, and the court directed 
that, unless the parties could agree as to the amount of compensation, the 
case must go back for assessment by the learned judge.—CovnseL, Ruegg, 
K.C., Chester Jones, and Morris ; Maynell. Soricrrors, Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, 
§ Co. ; Bush, Mellor, § Co., for U. J. Rk. Brown, North Shieids. 


Reported by Ersxixr Rep, Esy., Barrister-at-Law. 


Re BEACHEY. HEATON v. BEACHEY. No.2. 3rd Dec. 
Moerreace — Leasenotps — Morteacre By Svun-DEMISE PRIOR TO ConvEy- 
ancinG Act, 1881—Srarvrony TRANSFER sURSEQUENT TO ActT—‘‘ BENEFIT 
or Morrcacr’’—LecaL Estare—Oonveyanctnc anp Law or PRroprrry 

Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vier. ©. 41), 3xp Scuepete. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The facts were as 
follow: By an indenture of mortgage dated the 25th of September, 1880, 
John King demised unto John Beachey the residue of a term of ninety- 
nine years (less the last ten days) in certain property at Newton Abbott 
for securing repayment of £350 and interest. By an indenture dated the 
9th of February, 1881, King further charged the said property in favour 
of John Beachey to secure an additional sum of £50. By his will, dated 
the 25th of September, 1883, John Beachey gave and bequeathed his residuary 
estate to Richard William Beachey and John Salter uponcertain trusts therein 
mentioned, and he appointed the said R. W. Beachey and John Salter his 
executors. By an indenture dated 29th of November, 1893, which 
was in the statutory form given in the third schedule to the Convey- 
ancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, R. W. Beachey and John Salter, 
as legal personal representatives and mortgagees, “‘ conveyedand transferred’”’ 
to R. W. Beachey “‘ the benefit of ’’ the said mortgage and further charge. 
In December, 1893, George Furneaux was appointed a trustee of John 
Beachey’s will in the place of John Salter. And by an indenture, dated 
the 30th of December, 1893, which was in the same statutory form, R. W. 
Beachey transferred the said mortgage and further charge to R. W. 
Beachey and George Furneaux. In January, 1894, R. W. Beachey retired 
from the trusteeship, and by an indenture dated the 16th of January, 
1894, which was also in the same statutory form, R. W. Beachey and 
George Furneaux transferred the said mortgage and further charge to 
George Furneaux. By a memorandum of deposit and undertaking under 
hand of the 28th of December, 1894, Furneaux deposited the security with 
the Wilts and Dorset Bank to secute his personal overdraft. By an in- 
denture, dated the 7th of August, 1900, Furneaux demised the property to 
the bank. The present action was brought for the administration of John 
Beachey's estate. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs, who were 
beneficiaries under the will, that the transfers above mentioned did not 
avail to pass the legal estate, but that it remained in R. W. Beachey and 
John Salter upon the trusts of the will. On the other hand, it was con- 
tended on behalf of the bank that, the property being leasehold, no special 
form of words was required to pass the legal estate. Kekewich, J., held 
that the legal estate did not pass, but remained vested in R. W. Beachey 
and John Salter. The bank appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atvenstonr, C.J., and Vavcuan Wriiiams and 
Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atvrersrong, C.J., said that it was plain that the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, did not apply to the case. The only question, therefore, that the 
court had to consider was whether the conveyance of the “‘ benefit’ of 
the mortgage was sufficient to pass the legal estate. If from the language 
of the deed, however inartistic the words used, an intention could be 
gathered to pass the legal estate, that was sufficient. Looking at the 
present deed, he did not consider it to be the obvious intention of the 
parties that the legal estate should pass, and there were no words which in 
ordinary conveyancing would pass the legal estate. He thought, therefore, 
that the court ought not to hold that the expression, ‘‘the benefit of the 
said mortgage,”’ was sufficient. The decision of Kekewich, J., was right, 
and the appeal must be dismissed.—Covunse., B. Ford and A. dB. Terrell ; 
Warrington, K.C., and Coldridge. Sowicrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, §& Co., for 
H. Fulton, Salisbury ; Stow, Preston, & Lyttelton, for Friend & Tarbet, Exeter. 

Reported by J. I. Stirtine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
CAVENDISH +. STRUTT. Buckley, J. %th and 10th Dec. 


Practice—Costs—Rerresner Fers— Discretion or Taxinc-masrer— 
R. 8. C., LXV. 8, 27 (29), 27 (48). 

This was a summons taken out by the plaintiff in the above-named 
action to review the taxation of his costs. The action had been brought by 
the plaintiff against the trustees of a voluntary settlement executed by him, 
to have it set aside. The plaintiff was successful, and the defendants were 
ordered to pay the taxed costs of the action. In the taxation the taxing- 
master. disallowed certain items, representing sums paid by way of refresher 
fees to counsel, in excess of the maxima prescribed by ord. 65, r. 27 (48). 
He was of opinion that those maxima were wholly inadequate in the 
circuinstances of the present case, but considered that he had no discretion 
to increase them. On behalf of the plaintiff it was contended on the 
authority of Melrer § Co. v. Tate Steamers (Limited) (1902, 2 K. B. 184), Re 
Ermen (1903, 2 Ch. 156), and Stewart v. Weber (19 Times L. R. 722), that 
under ord. 65, r. 27 (29), which came into operation in January, 1902, the 
taxing-master had a discretion to allow refreshers larger than the maxima 
in cases where he considered them necessary for the attainment of justice 
or for gpa the rights of a party. For the defendants it was 
contended, on the authority of Seward v. Vera Cruz (10 A. C. 59, 68), 
that the rules must be construed like statutes, and consequently, that rule 





ee 
27 (29), which was in the position of general legislation, must be held 
to give a discretion to the taxing-master in regard to the costs dealt wig 
by rule 8 and Appendix N, and not in regard to refreshers, which we 
dealt with specially by rule 27 (48). It was further contended, that eye 
if rule 27 (29) did apply to rule 27 (48), the position was unaltereq_ 
refresher fees in excess of the maxima prescribed by rule 27 (48) being in 
the nature of special fees (Re Harrison, 33 Ch. D. 52), which the taxing, 
master was, by the language of rule 27 (2‘)), in the case of a party an 
party taxation, precluded from allowing. 

Buckey, J., in giving judgment, said that the language of rule 27 (4g 
was that ‘‘the taxing officer may allow,’’ the sub-rule containing y 
negative words. But he thought, as was held by Cotton, LJ. 
in Re Harrison, that its effect was that no more than the sum 
there specified should be allowed. In consequence of the decisigy 
in that case the proviso now at the end of the rule, that in, 
solicitor and client taxation, under special circumstances, more might 
be allowed, was inserted. But the proviso did not extend to party ang 
party taxation. The question was whether by rule 10 of January, 19%), 
which was the present ord. 65, r. 27 (29), the taxing-master’s discretigy 
was extended to such a case. In his opinion it was. It was contended 
by the defendauts that that sub-rule did not give a discretion in case of 
refreshers in a party and party taxation. The sub-rule was not to be» 
limited. It was decided by the Court of Appeal in Melver §& Ov. v. Ta 
Steamers (Limited) that where the case was one to which ord. 65, r, 8 
applied, the taxing-master had a discretion to make an allowance in respect 
of asolicitor’s attendance in excess of the maximum specified in Appendiz 
N torule 8, No. 147. Rule 8 did, whereas rule 27 (29) did not, contain 
negative words—‘‘and no higher fee shall be allowed in any 
case.’’ Those words were controlled by the exception—“ except such ag 
are by this order otherwise provided for.’”” The Court of Appeal rested 
their decision, not on the words of the exception, but on the construction 
that rule 27 (29) gave the taxing-master a discretion to allow such costs as 
appeared to him to be within the language of that sub-rule. Rule 27 (29 
did not contain negative words of prohibition of a higher fe 
than the maximum, with a qualification superimposed on thow 
words. Except on that ground the present case was not distinguish. 
able from Mcelver § (Co. v. Tae Steamers (Limited). On the 
construction of the rules as a whole, he thought that rule 27 (29) qualified 
rule 27 (48) and gave the taxing-master a discretion as to allowing 
refreshers which previously he did not possess. He thought so for the 
reason that the sub-rule, which extended to all cases of taxation and was 
affirmative in form, had replaced an old one which applied only to party 
and party taxation and wax negative inform. To allow such a discretion 
was not to abolish the distinction between solicitor and client and party 
and party taxation. For the effect of the language at the end of the sub. 
rule was that ‘in a party and party taxation the taxing-master must find 
the sum in excess of the maximum prescribed by rule 27 (29), which he is 
asked to allow, to have been ‘‘ necessary or proper for the attainment of 
justice or for defending the rights of any party.’’ But in a solicitor and 
client taxation he was not thus bound. He might there allow costs 
incurred or increased by the payment of special fees to counsel, or special 
charges or expenses to witnesses, which he was not to allow in a 
party and party taxation. He did not think that the docrrine as to 
antecedent special legislation and subsequent general legislation could be 
applied to this class of case. Alterations were from time to time made in 
the rules, and such alterations were in the nature of the recasting of a 
general body of rules. The rules, therefore, when altered, were to 
construed asa whole. He did not think that refreshers in excess of the 
maxima prescribed by rule 27 (48) would necessarily be ‘‘ special fees” 
within the words of rule 27 (29), so as to prevent their being allowed ina 
party and party taxation. ‘They would only come within those words if 
they were not necessary for the attainment of justice or for defending the 
rights of a party. The present case was really covered by Le Ermen and 
Stewart v. Weber, the latter case being on all fours with the present. He 
therefore allowed the objection.—CounsrL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Mark 
Romer ; Sargant. Soxrtcrrors, Charles Everett ; Ranger § Vo. 

[Reported by H. L. Ormiston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law |’ 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. WHEATLEY & CO. (LIM.) Joyce, J. 6th, 
7th, and 15th Nov, 


Directors—Disoneyinc UNpERtTAKING —CoMMITMENT. 


This was a motion to commit to prison two directors of the defendant 
company for not having obeyed an order dated the 29th of July, 1903, and 
made pursuant to an undertaking of the same date, given under the 
following circumstances: The defendant company were the owners of 4 
sandpit situated at the end of a street called Hartington-road, in the 
neighbourhood of Chiswick. ‘This street was not repairable by the in- 
habitants at large. The carriage of the sand got from the pit was made 
by means of traction engines, and was of such a character that the road 
was seriously cut up and much annoyance caused to the frontagers. On 
the 29th of July, 1903, at the relation of the frentagers, an action was 
brought against the defendants by the Attorney-General, and an injune- 
tion and damages asked for. All further proceedings in this action were, 
however, stayed in consequence of an undertaking given by the defendants 
to (inter alia) ‘‘ forthwith make up Hartington-road . . tot 
satisfaction of the district surveyor.’” The two directors were present 
in court when this undertaking was given, and assented to its terms 
When the specifications drawn by the district surveyor for making up the 
road were presented to the company, the directors objected to them # 
involving needless expense, and as being contrary to the spirit of the 
undertaking given at the trial. The notice of motion was afte 
amended by asking in the alternative for an order on company ta make up 
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e road within three months. The defendants contended that the cost 
involved in carrying out the surveyor’s specifications would be beyond the 
company’s means, and that the specifications were needlessly expensive. 
The plaintiffs contended that the undertaking was equivalent to an order 
under ord. 42, r. 31, which says : ‘‘Any judgment or order oe: 
tion wilfully disobeyed may, by leave of the court or a judge, be enforced 
py sequestration against the corporate property or by attachment against 
the directors or other officers thereof, or by writ of sequestration against 
their property.’’ The following authorities were referred to: Lewis v. Ponty- 

idd Railway Co. (11 Times L. R. 203); ord. 42, r. 31; Cumberland v. 
Richards (Seton 747), McKeown v. Joint Stock Co. (1899, 1 Ch. 671), Mortimer 
y, Wilson (33 W. R. 927), 

Joxce, J.—The company must do the work within three months. But, 
having regard to the undertaking, and seeing that it involves the doing of 
a positive act requiring the expenditure of money and the doing of work, 
and also that it is an undertaking by the company and not the directors, 
though the directors are not morally justified in not carrying out the 
nndertaking, [ cannot make an order under the rule (supra). So against 
the directors the application is refused, without costs, but without prejudice 
to any application that might be made against directors in event of the 
company not complying with the order.—-CounsrL, Hughes, K.C., and Bovill; 
Younger, K.C., and Barlow. Soxicrrors, Piesse § Sons ; Stanton & Goddurd, 

[Reported by Atrrep C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


THE BRITISH MANNESMANN TUBE CO. (LIM.) v. PHILLIPS. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 11th, 12th, 14th Dec. 


Masrer anp Servanr—Contract in Restraint or TRaADE—REASONABLENESS, 


The plaintiff company, tube manufacturers, had engaged the defendant 
Henry Phillips as foreman of one of its departments. The defendant had, 
under his agreement with the plaintiff, undertaken to keep absolutely 
secret all information that he should acquire concerning plaintiff's business 
and its methods of conducting the same, and that- he would not. for three 
years after the termination of his engagement with the plaintiff take any 
employment with, or join in any way directly or indirectly, in the United 
Kingdum, any company engaged in making tubes or in any business similar 
to that of plaintiff. The defendant terminated his engagement with the 
plaintiff, immediately afterwards entered into the employment of another 
company engaged in making tubes in the United Kingdom and carrying 
on business in a way similar to that of plaintiff, and refused to leave the 
service of such company when requested so to do; and thereupon this 
action was brought to restrain the defendant from a breach of his 
agreement. 

SwinrEn Eapy, J., in granting the injunction claimed by the plaintiff, 
said the facts shewed that the defendant had, while in the employ of the 
plaintiff, been well treated, and that the defendant had left because he was 
not earning as much as he wished ; that it was plain that the object of the 
plaintiff in making the agreement with the defendant, upon his enterin, 
into their service in a confidential capacity, was that nothing should le 
out to rival firms of its method of conducting its business whilst the 
defendant was in its employ and for a period of three years after termina- 
tion of his engagement with it. The evidence shewed that, apart from the 
patented processes used in the plaintiff’s business, there were a number of 
matters which the plaintiff did not desire to become common property. It 
had been argued that the agreement was unreasonable, but the reason- 
ability of an agreement of this character depended upon the circumstances 
of each individual case ; he was satisfied that the business of making tubes 
was one of a special character, and for the conduct of which it was 
essential to the plaintiff that the defendant should not in any way become 
connected with any business of a similar character. His lordship further 
said that he did not know how the plaintiff could have protected itself 
otherwise than as it did by requiring him to enter into an agreement, of 
which the limitation with respect to defendant’s leaving its employ was 
not an unreasonable one; that the plaintiff would not obtain the protec- 
tion to which it was entitled if damages in lieu of an injunction were 
awarded to it, as urged by Mr. Romer. An injunction would issue as 
requested by the plaintiff.—Covunse., Micklem, K.C., and A. J. Walter ; 
Macnaghten, K.C., and Mark Romer. Soxicrrors, Ward, Perks, § McKay ; 
Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, §& Blyth, for David Cochrane, Birmingham. 

{Reported by Henry Srersen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


TADDY & CO, v, STERIOUS & CO., ETAL. Swinfen Eady, J. 


Principat AND AGent—Contrract—Wuo 1s AGENT—SALE or 
Convitions as To Reram. Pricer. 


In this case the plaintiffs, manufacturers of tobacco, claimed an injunc- 
tion restraining the defendants Sterious & Co., retailers of tobacco, from 
selling certain tobacco, manufactured by the plaintiffs and sold to them 
by the defendants Nettin & Co., wholesale dealers in tobacco, and alleged 
to be the plaintiffs’ agents in the sale, except at a minimum retail price 
fixed by the plaintiffs and upon terms and conditions subject to which it 
was alleged that the tobacco had been bought by the defendants Sterious 
&0o. The action was, during the trial, dismissed as to Nettin & Co. 

Swixven Eapy, J., said that the plaintiffs claimed, first, that Nettin & Co. 
Were their agents, through whom the tobacco had been sold to Sterious & 
Oo., and that they were entitled to sue on the contract of sale and to have 
Sterious & Co. restrained from a breach thereof; and secondly, that the 
tobacco was sold subject to conditions, of which the purchasers had notice, 
even if they were not referred to specially by the sellers at the time of 
sale, It appeared that Taddy & Co. sold the tobacco to Nettin & Co. upon 
the express conditions that retail dealers should not sell it below a certain 
price, that acceptance of the tobacco should be deemed a contract between 
os 2 agg and Taddy & Co., that the former should observe the 
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tion, and that in the case of a purchase by a retail dealer through a 


wholesale dealer the latter should be deemed the agent of Taddy & Co. 
With regard to the plaintiffs’ second claim it was well settled that 
conditions like those in question did not run with goods sold so as to bind 
subsequent purchasers thereof. As to the first contention of the plaintiffs, 
it was plain that they did not directly contract with Sterious & Co., it also 
was plain that they did sell the tobacco to Nettin & Co., who resold at a 
profit to Sterious & Co. A wholesale dealer who resells for his own profit 
goods bought by him from their manufacturer is not an agent for such 
manufacturer in respect thereof, nor is he made so by the insertion of a 
condition that ‘‘ he shall be deemed the agent’’ of the manufacturer in a 
notice attached to the goods sold to the retailer. There, therefore, was no 
contract by the plaintiffs, directly or through an agent, with Sterious & 
Co., and the action failed.—Covnse1., Macnaghten, K.C., and H. B. Howard ; 
Micklem, K.C., and ZL. Mossop; Wernon Smith, K.C., and R. J. Parker. 
Soxicrrors, Rivington § Son ; Westbury. 
Reported by Hexry Srepues, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench Division, 


HORAN (Appellant) v. HAYHOE (Respondent). Div. Court, 15th Dec. 
Revenve—Tax on ‘f Mate Seavanr ”’—Aprrentice—Lapv AprRENTICED TO 
BE TRAINED as Riprxe GRoom—Cvusroms anv Intanp Revenve Act, 

1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 14), s. 19 (3). 

This was a case stated by the magistrates of Newmarket raising the 
question whether an apprentice was a male servant within the meaning of 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1869, s. 19 (3), so as to render the 
master liable to take out a licence in re of him. The indenture of 
apprenticeship was an ordinary apprenticeship contract, with a clause that 
the respondent was to teach Baldwin to be a riding groom. The term of 
the contract was seven years. The employer was to find for the appren- 
tice clothing and to pay wages, £8 in the third year, £10 the fourth, 
£12 the fifth, £14 the sixth, and £14 the seventh. The fifth year 
was the period now in question, There was also a term that the 
master would pay to the apprentice half any moneys received by 
the master for fees earned by the riding of the apprentice in races or 
trials after deducting a proportionate share of the expenses (if any). 
An information was preferred by the appellant Horan, an officer of Inland 
Revenue, under 32 & 33 Vict. c. 14, against Alfred Hayhoe, the respondent, 
for employing without a licence a male servant, for the employing of whom 
a licence was required by the Act. The case was argued before the magis- 
trates on admissions (1) that one Thomas Baldwin was employed by the 
respondent as a stableman ; (2) that Baldwin was bound to the respondent 
for seven years under a contract of the 25th of May, 1897; (3) that 
Baldwin was employed for the greater portion of each day in the - 
formance of duties which would, if he were merely engaged other- 
wise than under the contract before mentioned, render a hcence neces- 

for him as a male servant; (1) that the terms and covenants 
of the contracts had, since the 25th of May, 1897, been faithfully and 
honestly carried out and fulfilled by the parties thereto. For the appel- 
lant it was contended that the contract had for its main object the 
hiring and service of Baldwin, and not his teaching, and that therefore 
Baldwin was a male servant within the Act, and that, even if the contract 
was an indenture of apprenticeship, Baldwin was a male servant within the 
Act. For the respondent it was contended that the contract was an in- 
denture of apprenticeship, and Baldwin was an apprentice and not a male 
servant within the Act. The magistrates found as a fact that the contract 
was one of apprenticeship, and were of opinion that Baldwin was not a 
servant within the Act, but an apprentice, and that the contention of the 
respondent was correct, and they dismissed the information. The Cus- 
toms and Inland Revenue Act, 1869, s. 18, enacts that an annual tax 
of fifteen shillings shall be paid for ‘‘ every male servant.’’ By section 19 
(3) it is provided that ‘the term ‘ male servant’ means and includes any 
male servant employed wholly or partially . . . as groom, postillion, 
stable boy or helper in the stables , . ..’ The word “‘apprentice”’ does 
not appear in this sub-section. 

Tur Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Lawaance and Kennepy, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., in giving judgment, said that the facts were 
insufficient in this particular case to bring it within the Act. The 
magistrates had found as a fact that the contract was an indenture of 
apprenticeship, meaning thereby that it was the object of the contract 
that Baldwin should be taught to be a riding groom and should not be 
merely a stable boy. ‘That being so, he, the learned judge, was of opinion 
that the decision of the magistrates was right, and that the words of the 
Act were not sufficient to bring this case within it. 

The other learned judges concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnset, 
Sir E. Carson, 8.G., and S. A. 7. Rowlatt ; Scott-For, K.C., and TZ. F. 
Hobson. Soxicrrors, Solicitor to Inland Revenue ; Ruston, Clark, § Ruston, for 
A. H. § A, A, Ruston, Newmarket. 

{Reported by E. G, Strttw1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


GARBUTT (Appellant) ». DURHAM JOINT COMMITTEE (Respondents). 
Div. Court, 9th and 10th Dec. 


Poicg—SvreRaNNvatTIoN or ConsTaBLes—Pension—‘‘ Approved Service” 
—Continvovs Service —Porice Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c, 45) s. 1. 
Case stated by justices at the Durham Quarter Sessions. The question 
raised was whether the ‘‘ twenty-five years approved service’’ mentioned 
in section 1 of the Police Act, 1890, must be a continuous service. That 
section provides that ‘‘. every constable in a police force (a) if he has 
completed not less than twenty-five years approved ce. oe =a 





entitled without a medical certificate to retire and receive a pension for life,”’ 
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Application was made to the justices on behalf of the appellant, a retired 
police constable, by way of appeal against the refusal of the standing joint 
committee to admit his claim to a pension under the said Act. On the 
hearing of the application the appellant relied upon a certificate of 
approved service for upwards of twenty-five years, which service was certi- 
fied to have been diligent and faithful service within the meaning of section 
4 of the Act. The certificate was admitted to be a certificate duly given 
under the Act and to refer to the acgellant. The certificete shewed on the 
face of it that the twenty-five years service had not been continuous. The 
respondents tendered evidence to the effect that the service of the 
appellant during the said period had not in fact been diligent and 


- faithful service, and contended that the certificate related to the 


period of service and was not conclusive evidence, and that the acting 
chief constable could not certify as to character which appeared 
from the police records, and that the joint committee were entitled 
to exercise their discretion as to granting or withholding a pension 
on the ground of misconduct. The appellant contended that it was not 
open to the respondents to contradict the certificate and that such evidence 
was therefore inadmissible. On this point the justices agreed with the 
appellant and refused to receive evidence as to his character. The 
respondents further contended that upon the true construction of the Act it 
was not n that the whole period of twenty-five years’ service should 
be continuous in order to entitle the appellant to a ger a in respect 
thereof. The justices held that the Act required that the whole period of 
service should be continuous, and that, inasmuch as the certificate shewed 
on its face that there had been breaks in the period of service, it was open 
to respondents to raise the point that the appellant’s service was not for 
such @ period as would entitle him to a pension. The questions for the 
opinion of the court were (1) whether the justices were right in dismissing 
the application on the ground stated, and (2) whether they were right in 
rejecting the evidence tendered by the respondents. Counsel referred to 
Walker v. Simpson (1903, A. C. 208). 


Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Lawreance and Kennepy, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, being of opinion that ‘‘ approved service’’ within 
the meaning of the Act must be continuous service. Appeal dismissed ; 
leave to appeal given. Cotnset, Pickersgill and Simey ; M. Shearman, K.C., 
and Meynell. Soutcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for A. Geipel, West 
Hartlepool ; Maude § Turnicliffe, for Simey, Son, § Lliff, Sunderland. 


[Reported by E. G. Stititwetx, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


M‘NAIR (Appellant) v. BAKER (Respondent), Div. Court. 9th Dec. 


Loca GovernmMent—Pusiic Heatra—Nvisance—Smoke Issurne From 
Cuimney — ‘* Parvate Dwetirnc-novse’’? — Crus — Prontic Heactra 
(Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 76), s. 24 (n). 


Case stated by G. G. Kennedy, Esq., metropolitan police magistrate, 
sitting at Marlborough-street police-court. The question raised was 
whether the St. James’s Club, Piccadilly, was a private dwelling-house 
within the meaning of section 24 (4) of the Public Health (London) Act, 
1891. The case stated was as follows: The appellant M’Nair, a sanitary 
inspector for the City of Westminster, summoned the respondent Baker 
for not complying with a notice requiring him to abate a nuisance arising 
from black smoke issuing from a chimney on the premises of the St. 
James’s Club. The respondent was the secretary of the club, and 
represented the club in the matter. The club was managed by a com- 

ittee, and had occupied the — for thirty or forty years 

. Previously they were used as the French Embassy. The club consisted 
of 750 members, and its premises comprised the ordinary accommodation of a 
West-end club. There were two dining rooms for the general use of 
members, and there were also private dining rooms which might be 
engaged by members without extra payment for special occasions. There 
were five bedrooms for the use of members, four of which might be hired 
by members respectively for a week only at one time, and one of which 
might (at the discretion of the committee) be hired by a member for three, 
six, or nine months at one time. The use of the bedrooms was in these and 
other respects subject to the rules of the club and the regulations of the 
committee thereunder. There were eight other bedrooms for the use of 
the staff. The club was open during particular hours according to the 
rules. The food was bought by the committee and sold to members. 
In the basement there were several covered-in cooking ranges, 
a large roasting grate, and a vertical boiler with furnace attached. 
The smoke from these various arrangements discharged into one flue, 
which was the chimney complained of. The principal part of the smoke 
emitted from the flue originated in the furnace and boiler, which were 
used for heating the premises. It was submitted by the respondent that 
the chimney was the chimney of a private dwelling-house, within eection 
24 (6), and was, therefore, not liable to be dealt with under the Act. The 
appellant contended that ‘private dwelling-house”? meant a family 
residence or house, and that the use of the premises excluded them 
from the exemption of the section. The magistrate found as a fact 
that the chimney sent forth black smoke in such quantity as to be a 
nuisance, but he held, on the construction of the section, that the 
chimney was the chimney of a private dwelling-house, and that 
the premises as used by the club were a private dwelling-house 
within the meaning of the section, and he dismissed the summons. 
The question for the opinion of the court was whether upon the facts the 
chimney was the chimney of a private dwelling-house, and whether the 
remises, as used by the club, were a private dwelling-house within section 
24 (6) of the Act. The following cases were cited: Queen Anne Mansions, 
§c., V. Mayor of Westminster (46 Suricrrors’ Journat 70), German v. Chapman 
(25 W. R. 802, 7 Ch. D. 271), Hobson v. Tulloch (46 W. R. 331; 1898, 1 Ch. 
424), and Hudson v. Cripps (44 W. R. 200; 1896, 1 Ch. 265). 


Tux Court (Lord Atyerstone, 0.J., and Lawrance and Kennepy, JJ.), 
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in allowing the appeal, held that it could not be contended that 4 
chimney was the chimney of a private dwelling-house, and that the oy 
must be remitted to the magistrate to convict. Appeal allowed.—Co 
Macmorran, K.C., and J. Hurst; Boydell Houghton. Soticrrors, Allen § 
Son ; Norton, Rose, Norton, § Co. 
[Reported by E. G. St1tuweEt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
































Law Societies. 


Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 
THE LAW RELATING TO MARRIED WOMEN. 


Mr. C. Montacvue Luvsu, K.C., lectured on Tuesday evening (Lord Shay 
presiding) upon “‘ The Law Relating to Married Women—As it Wasandy 





























































































it Is’’ before the members of this society. After giving a history of th Mm so that she W 
law and referring, often very humorously, to the disabilities under whi inst his W 
the married woman suffered in the past, he said that public opinion haj jm and it would 
undergone a wholesome change in the last half century. The position MM not to contra 
women was very different from what it was, and the ancient privileges o MM of such miscc 
the husband had had to-keep pace with the public policy of the law. } {i supply her w 
would not be fair in speaking of the old barbarity of the law to ignore th Mi always been « 
enormous benefits which had been conferred upon married women by th qm means and po 
courts of equity by the invention of the well-known ‘‘separate use,” vent her } 
means of which the injustice of the common law was largely counteracte, jg and wife sep: 
and to some extent even destroyed. It was very important to knoy qm to make her 
what the court of equity did in allowing a wife to have separate estate of fm also pledge 
her own. At law a woman when married was still incapable of holdi awife could 


property or making a contract, even with respect to the ‘‘ separate estate,” could borro' 
If, for instance, she borrowed money promising to repay it out of he jm necessaries t 
separate estate, and it turned out that she had none at the time ap i was one 1m} 
made the engagement, there was an end of the matter; she was nj When a marr 
liable because she could not contract, and nobody was liable. It matters JM agent who cc 
nothing that she might have come into £10,000 afterwards, if it was ny gm tended to ha 
her’s at the date of the contract it could not be affected, simply because sh tion was 
could not contract to bind it. She had not in fact any principal that sk gm respect of he 
could bind, and therefore what she purported to do was absolutely ia. property was 
operative. Now, if they once grasped this, many of the difficulties whic the old law. 
presented themselves in endeavouring to understand the law would dis. —™ ther on a 

appear. The first thing, therefore, to do if they had to advise a client aste committed \ 


his rights against a married woman upon a contract was to ascertain whe jm pretended t 
the pasta was made. If it was Ties 1893 they must remember that [mm thereby dece 
they had to prove that she had free separate property at the time she made jm eat, she ir 
the contract, which was not always an easy task. If it was made after jm "hich any : 
wards the creditor could get his Jedigment ponte only that he proved gm lability - sh 
that she did in fact contract as principal. It was very difficult really t 9 possess, OT 1 
see why married women should be placed on a different footing from othe —™ ‘editor 7 
people when once they were given the same unfettered power of dealing gel i 
with property that other people sessed. Of course one could unde. gm ‘ip wi 4 
stand it as the law stood before, but it was an absoluie anomaly as the lay 9 ™mey, 20) 

stood at present. But the Act of 1882 drew no distinction betweena + ai a be 


married woman who was living with her husband and a married thi 
woman who was carrying on a trade separately from her husband ® “s. * 


Many awkward questions would undoubtedly arise with regard t 6 ga 
the position of a lady who had ample property settled upon he ped: 
with a restraint of anticipation, and who with that property to “— to go th 
her goes into business and incurs the ordinary trade liabilities. y egg 
should her creditors be in a worse position than the creditors of a man! iat tal ) 
She might be made a bankrupt, and one would have supposed that her ta i 
property would have been divisible among her creditors in the ordinary Sake kno 
way ; but it is not so, and the favourites of the law could speculate and wif te tal 
incur debts without running the ordinary risks that an ordinary perso if 24 Th 

did under the circumstances. In one or two generations hence everything i s a el 
that a married woman possessed would be her separate property, because with “ hu 
under the Act of 1882 all the property acquired by a married woman after ene 
the Act came into operation, including money earned in a trade or pr ee 
fession, and al) the property of a married woman since that time, was het a 
separate property. Her husband would have no interest in it at all. If ae ch a 
she married before that date, and the property was acquired before the Ad RO f th ‘ 
came into operation, then the difficulty began. If she was married sinc the, ee ey 
the Act of 1870 was passed her property was her separate propery, Mia =a 
only (1) if it devolved upon her as the heiress to an intestate; a to be ¢ 
(2) if it consisted of a sum of money not exceeding £200 coming to he at of 
under a deed or will; and lastly, whenever she was married, her pro ple ed i. 


belonged to her if it was settled to her separate use, or if she had acquired ieee ~ 
after a decree of jadicial separation or after the granting of a protection took cans t 
order by a magistrate ; or if she had earned it since the Act of 1870 was 










passed He could not discuss the whole subject, but would refer to om ge 
class of property, what was called the wife’s choses in action, property which i 14 fc 
was not in hand but which one might have to bring an action to recover. - ah . 
The common law as to these was in a curious stafe. It encouraged a sot eae te 1 
of scramble between the parties in many cases. If the husband or a persdl nS mo 
to whom he assigned the debt actually got it into his possession by husban vs 
bringing an action before his wife died, it became his. If she died befor hasband ° 
he got hold of it, he had no interest in it. There had been dozem wife for * 
of cases involving this question since 1883, and probably a 
had not seen the last of them yet. On the subject of contrac — Pmpe 7 

for necessaries the wife had always been able to bind her husband by coll- a ‘ 
tracts of this kind, and she could do so still. This right depended up dates ce 
the circumstances. By necessaries wére meant things which were suitable which a 
to the position which the husband and wife occupied, and the means W: at the lat 





they possessed. The ordi case was that of a wife living with he 
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d, who pledged his credit for what was required for herself or her 
enor vec, ts oh She had a “‘ presumed ”’ authority to contract as 
her husband’s agent. The recent changes in the law had made no differ- 
ence, and the same presumptions applied still, and the case was just the 
same as if the wife had separate property of her own—it would still be 
presumed, in the absence of proof to the contrary, that she was only con- 
tracting as agent. But this authority was only a presumed authority and 
could be got rid of by proving that her husband had in fact forbidden her to 
ipour the debt on his behalf, or that he gave her money to pay for the neces- 
aries, Which of course meant that she was to use the money for that purpose 
andnot pledge his credit. If, therefore, atradesman made a claim against her 
husband for necessaries supplied to the wife, the first thing to ascertain 
was whether the husband had done anything to deprive her of that right. 
If he had not, he had to pay. If he had, then the tradesman had no 
remedy against him. If it turned out that the wife had no means at all 
and that the husband was starving her, depriving her of bare necessaries, 
so that she was obliged to buy food or starve, she could pledge his credit 
inst his will. She would be what the law called an agent of necessity 
and it would matter nothing that the husband had told her that she was 
not to contract as his agent. If a husband deserted his wife or was guilty 
of such misconduct that she was justified in leaving him, and he did not 
supply her with means, she having no adequate means of her own, she had 
always been entitled still to pledge his credit for necessaries suitable to his 
means and position in life. He could not in fact, if he deprived her of home, 
prevent her pledging his credit for what was necessary. When a husband 
and wife separated by consent and he paid her nothing after having 
to make her an allowance, or paid her less than the allowance, she could 
also pledge his credit for suitable necessaries. In all cases where 
awife could pledge her husband's credit whether he liked it or not, she 
could borrow money on his behalf, and if it was spent in procuring 
necessaries the lender could recover it as a loan to her husband. There 
was one important change in the law by recent legislation. Formerly 
when a married woman could not contract she was in the position of an 
agent who could not incur any personal liability, even although she pre- 
tended to have an authority which she did not possess in fact. Now her 
ition was different. The Act of 1882 enabled a wife to contract in 
respect of her separate property, which really meant that only her separate 
property was affected by the contract and not any property held by her under 
theold law. It had also enabled a married woman to sue and be sued, 
dither on a contract which she had broken or for a tort which she had 
committed without joining her husband. The result was that if she 
pretended to have her husband’s authority when she had it not, and 
thereby deceived the other person into contracting with her as her husband’s 
agent, she incurred now with respect to her separate property a liability 
which any other agent not a married woman would incur as a persona) 
liability - she could be sued for warranting an authority which she did not 
possess, or in an action for deceit, and if she had free separate property a 
creditor could get it as damages for the wrong she had done. As to 
contracts between husband and wife, a wife might enter into partner- 
ship with her husband. She could lend him money, or he lend her 
money, and either could sue the other on the contract. She could 
contract with him to buya house for the family to live in and 
he could sue her even while living with her on such a contract 
as this. Suppose she were an artist, she could contract to paint 
his portrait and sue him for the price. It was very difficult to see any 
limitation upon the power of a married couple to enter into mutual contracts 
andto go to law with one another if either thought he had a grievance. 
Whether this was altogether expedient might be doubted. It would not 
conduce to the family harmony for the husband to find a writ on his break- 
fast table at the suit of his wife, or for the wife to find herself defendant 
inan action brought against her by her husband. But that was the law, 
ad he knew of no limit so far as contracts were concerned to the right of 
awife to take proceedings against her husband or the husband against his 
wife. Then the law had been altered as to the arrangements between 
husband and wife which required the intervention of a trustee to covenant 
with the husband to keep him indemnified against his wife’s debts under 
a arrangement for separation. But the law had wisely placed a limit on 
the powers possessed by the parties. A husband and wife were not allowed 
now to make a prospective arrangement for separation and to provide 
What should be done in case differences might thereafter arise. It was 
only if they had arisen and ifthe separation provided for was immediate 
that these contracts were allowed to be made or enforced. . The husband 
could contract by word of mouth to live apart. They could provide what 
was to be done in the way of an allowance by the one or the other, and a 
contract of this kind was just as good as any other contract they might be 
Pleased to make. The wife was now the predominant partner. A court 
of equity when it allowed a wife to have separate property of her own 
took care that her husband should not interfere with her in her enjoyment 
of it. This was just as true of a wife who lived with her husband as of a 
wife who lived apart from him, and recent legislation has preserved her 
temedies for her. An injunction had been granted at the wife’s instance to 
prevent her husband from entering her house against her will, though it 
might be doubted whether such a right as this would be given to the wife 
m all circumstances. But if a wife were to insist u entering her 
husband’s house he was — to prevent her. But the position ot the 
husband was different; he could not by law bring an action against his 


Wife for tort at all, even though the object was to protect his separate 
Property, for the Act of 1882 in the section which allowed the wife to take 

ings against all persons, including her husband, for protection of 
et separate property, had expressly prohibited her husband from taking 


proceedings against her. law had given her an advantage 
Which her husband did not possess. She could invoke the assistance 
of the law against him; he could not invoke it against her, and he 





had to submit to proceedings at her instance which he was not 
allowed to take for his own ion. As the law stood there 
was not that equality between the sexes which might have been . 
He ought not to close without referring to the rights which the law 
gave to the husband after the death of his wife, and the converse case 
of a wife’s rights after the death of her husband. The Legislature 
had not in the recent Acts dealt with this, and so the advantages were on 
the husband’s slde. In fact he began by the common law to assert his 
rights, which were substantial, before the took place, and he 
asserted them after his wife’s death to a far larger extent than she could 
after his death. It was considered: a fraud on the marital rights of the 
husband if his intended wife, d the treaty of marriage, put his 
pro out of the reach of her future lord, and he could set a transfer or 
settlement aside. After she died he could claim a life estate in her estates 

of inheritance if he had had issue by her born alive. As he had secured 
every other species of property on which he could lay his hands, he did 
act for himeelf in this respect. This right he still possessed even in respect 
of his wife’s separate property. Her rights in his property were confined 
to her dower in one-third of his estates and her share of one-third of his 
personalty if there were children, or one-half if there were none. Her position 

was improved by a recent Act of 1890 as regarded his personalty, as she now 
got £500 provided the estate was sufficient to pay it, if there were no 
children, before the division begins ; but her right to dower was very pre- 
carious, as her husband could deprive her of it by oe a suitable 
provision in the conveyance. Tbis was, he believed, the - Since in 
which the law now shewed a delicate partiality for the husband. 


United Law Society. 


Dec. 14.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith in the chair.—Mr. P. Aylen moved 
“That the action Hambro v. Burnand (72 L. J. K. B. 662) was wrongly 
decided.”” Mr. R. Walker opposed. Speakers: Messrs. A. H. Richardson, 
R. N. Green Armitage, Neville Tebbutt, E. 8. Cox-Sinclair, J. W. Weigall, 
J. Wylie, W. J. T. Turton, and F. Barrett-Lennard. The motion was 
lost by seven votes to six. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


Honours ExaMrnaTion—NovemsBerR, 1903. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


Frrst Crass. 


(In the opinion of the committee the standard attained , sy candidates 
does not justify the issue of any First Class List.) 


Srconp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Herbert Porritt Cain, LL.B. (Vict.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Alfred Collier, of the firm of Messrs. Collier & Carver, of Manchester. 

William Bond Cocks, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with: the 
late Mr. John Henry Blair and Mr. Frederick Septimus Clay, both of 
Nuneaton ; and Messrs. Wood, Bigg, & Nash, of London. 

John Frederick Eales, who served his clerkship with Mr. Hutchinson 
William Lathom Browne Lathom, of Luton and London. : 

Rawsthorne Procter, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Joseph Perceval Tatham, of the firm of Messrs. Tatham & ana of 
London. 

Herbert George Rushton, LL.B. (Vict.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. William Stephen France, jun., of Wigan. 

Leslie Arthur Smith, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Ernest Martineau, of the firm of Messrs. Ryland & Martineau, of Birming- 
ham ; and Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, & Co., of London. 

Tamp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Eustace Arthur Davies, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Nash 
Leigh, .of. Cardiff ; and Messrs. Martyn & Martyn, of London. 

William Stanley Eastburn, who served his clerkship with Mr. Louis 
James Leach, of Halifax. 

Edward Granville Eliot, B.A. (Oxon), who served his clerkship with 
ae D. Williams, of the firm of Messrs. Fladgate & -» of 

mdon. . . 

Henry Green, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Green, of 
Howden, Yorkshire. 

Alfred Herbert Holland, who served his clerkship with Mr. Martin 
oo Greener, of the firm of Messrs. Corbin, Greener, & Cook, cf 

mdon. 

Edward Dinwoody Johnson, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Henry Barclay, of the firm of Messrs. Johnson & Co., of . 

Harold Edwin Reynolds, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Saunders, 
Bradbury, & Saunders, of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Crowders, Vizard, & 
Oidham, of London. 

Wilfrid Sigismund Rothera, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Rothera & Sons, of Nottingham. 

Charles Wilson, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. Charles 
Gartside and Mr. Harold Hyde, of the firm of Messrs. Bromley & Hyde, 
both of Ashton-under-Lyne. 
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The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given class certifi- 
cates and awarded the following prize of books : To Mr. William Trenholme 
—The Jobn Mackrell—va)ue about £12. Mr. Trenholme served his articles 
of clerkship with the late Mr. Samuel Wright, of Bradford, and Mr. Ernest 
Darley Atkinson, of Knottingley, Yorks. 

The Council have given class certificates to the caudidates in the Second 
and Third Classes. 

Eighty-five candidates gave notice for the examination. 





Examinations at the Law Society in the Year 
1903. 
Sprcrat Prizes Open TO ALL CANDIDATES. 


Scorr ScHoLarsnir.—Richard Joseph Sutcliffe being, in the opinion of 
the ouncil, the candidate best acquainted with the Theory, Principles, 
und Practice of Law, they have awarded to him the scholarship founded 
by Mr. James Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Mr. Sutcliffe served his 
clerkship with Mr. Harry Bastide, of Halifax, and obtained the Clement’s- 
inn and the Daniel Reardon Prizes at the Honours Examination held in 
June, 1903. 

Broperir Prize.—Thomas Hidderley, being first in order of merit, and 
having shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Real Property and 
the Practice of Conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examination, and 
attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the prize 
consisting of a gold medal founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s- 
inn. Mr. Hidderley served his clerkship with Mr. John Watkins Johnston, 
and Mr. William Johnston, both of Stockport ; and Messrs. Andrew Wood, 
Purves, & Co., of London; and obtained the Clifford’s-inn and John 
™ ackrell Prizes at the Honours Examination held in January, 1903. 

Tue Cranon Prize.—Hugh Spencer Bull, B.A., London, and Richard 
Joseph Sutcliffe, having been bracketed equal as shewing themselves best 
acquainted with the Law and Practice of Equity, otherwise passed a satis- 
factory examination, and attained honorary distinction, the Council have 
awarded to each the prize founded by Mr. John Moxon Clabon, of Great 
George-street, Westminster. Mr. Bull served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Bull & Bull, of London, and obtained the Clifford’s-inn Prize at the 
Honours Examination held in June, 1903. Mr. Sutcliffe served his clerk- 
ship as stated above. 

Locat Prizes. 


Trwpron Martin Prize ror Canpipates From Liverroot.—Wilson Bell, 
LL.B. (Vict.), from among the candidates from Liverpool, who served two- 
thirds of his period of service there, having passed the best examination, 
and attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the 
gold medal founied by Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool. Mr. Bell 
served his clerkship with Mr. George Percival Mason, of the firm of Messrs. 
Mason, Grierson, & Martin, of Liverpool, and obtained the Law Society’s 
Prize at the Honours Examination held in June, 1903. 

Atkryson Prize ror CANDIDATES FROM LIVERPOOL OR PRESTON.— 
Wilson Bell, LL.B. (Vict.), and Richard Ward, from among the candidates 
from Liverpool or Preston, having been bracketed equal as shewing them- 
selves best acquainted with the Law of Real Property and the Practice of 
Conveyancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory examination, and attained 
honorary di+tinction, the Council have awarded to each the gold medal 
founded by Mr. John Atkinson, of Liverpool. Mr. Bell served his clerk- 
ship as stated above, and Mr. Ward with Mr. William Preston, of Preston, 
and obtained second class honours at Honours Examination in June, 1903. 

Breminenam Law Socrery’s Gory Mepai.—The examiners reported that 
there was no one qualified to take this prize. 

Brruincnamu Law Soctety’s Bronze Mepa..—Leslie Arthur Smith, B.A. 
(Oxon.), being first in order of merit among candidates who are articled to 
members of the Birmingham Law Society, and having attained honorary 
distinction, the Council have awarded to him the bronze medal of the 
Birmingham Law Society. Mr. Smith served his clerkship with Mr. Ernest 
Martineau, of the firm of Messrs. Ryland & Martineau, of Birmingham, 
and Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, & Co., of London, and obtained second class 
honours at the Hovours Examination held in November, 1903. 

Sreruen Heewis Prize vor Canprpates From Mancuester or SALrorp.— 
Herbert Porritt Cain, LL.B. ( Vict.), from among the candidates from 
Manchester or Salford, having passed the best examination, and attained 
honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him bim the gold medal 
founded in memory of the Jate Mr. Stephen Heelis, of Manchester. Mr. 
Cein served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Collier, of the firm of Messrs. 
Collier & Carver, of Manchester, and obtained second class honours at 
the Honours Examination held in November, 1903. 

Tue Me.iersn Prize.—Theodore Guillaume, from among candidates 
who have been articled in the counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the 
sons of solicitors who have resided or practised in either of those counties, 
having shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Real Property and 
the Practice of Conveyancing, the Council have awarded to him the prize 
founded by the late Mr. Robert Edmund Mellersh, of Godalming. Mr. 
Guillaume served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Guillaume, of the firm of 
Messrs. Guillaume & Sons, London, and obtained third class honours at 
the Honours Examination held in June, 1903. 





Council of Legal Education, 


The following appointments have been made by the Council of Legal 
Education for the year ending the 10th of January, 1905: 

Roman Law, Jurisprudence, and International Law.—Reader, Mr. J. 
Pawley Bate: Assistant Reader, Mr. S, H. Leonard. 
Constitutional Law and Legal History.—Reader, Mr. A. T. Carter. 


Evidence, Procedure, and Criminal Law.—Reader, Dr. W. Blah 
Odgers, K.C. 

The Law of Real and Personal Property and Conveyancing. - Reade 
Mr. A. Underhill ; Assistant Reader, Mr. W. J. Whittaker. , 

Common Law.—Reader, Mr. Hugh Fraser; Assistaut Reader, Mr, j 
Gerald Pease ‘ 

Equity.— Reader, Mr. J. A. Strahan; Assistant Reader, Mr. A, P 
Topham. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


| _ Law Srvupryts’ Desatine Socrery.—Dec. 1.—Chairman, Mr. W. % 
| Singleton.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Ogden, 
| (Limited) v. Nelson, The Same v. Telford (1903, 2 K. B. 267) was wrongly 
decided.”” Mr. R. P. C. Johnson opened in the affirmative, Mr. J, } 
ame seconded in the affirmative; Mr. F. 8 (Guylor opened in th 





negative, Mr. H. J. Owen seconded in the negative. The follow) 
| members also spoke: Messrs. H. O. Carter, W. M Pleadwell, J. F. 4. 
| Leggatt, A, E. Hogan, P. B. Henderson, A. B. Russell. The chairma 
having summed up, the motion was lost by seven votes. 


Dec, 8.— Chairman, Mr. Robert A. Gordon.—The subject for debate was: 
“That in the opinion of this house the Report of the War Commissigy 
demanded the immediate resignation of the Government.’’ Mr. Archibald 
Hair opened in the affirmative. Mr. A. E. Clarke opened in the negative, 
The following members also spoke: Mr. R. P. C. Johnson, W. P. Ball, 
J. M. Myers, P. B. Henderson, W. N. Gibb, A. Dods, E. A. Stieber 
F. J. A. Leggatt, and Eustace B. Ames. The opener having replied, the 
motion was lost by five votes. 

Dec. 15.—Chairman, Mr. G. W. Powers.—The subject for debate was; 
** That the case of Corporation of Sheffield v. Barclay (1903, 2 K. B. 580) was 
wrongly decided.’”? Mr. A. B. Russell opened in the affirmative, Mr, 
W. M. Pleadwell seconded in the affirmative; Mr. J. Hugh Rendell 
opened in the negative, Mr. A. C. Dowding seconded in the negative, 
The following members also spoke: Messrs. W. Hooper, H. O. O’Hagan, 
H. C. Mitchell, A. E. Riddett, and S. B. Gottlieb. The motion was lost 
by nine votes. 


Brruincuam Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Dec. 8.—Mr. R. E. Noble, 
Barrister-at-Law, delivered a lecture on ‘‘ The Law Relating to Principal 
and Agent.’? There was a good attendance and at the close a vote of 
thanks was passed to Mr. Noble for his lecture. 


Dec. 10.—A joint debate was held between members of the Liverpool 
and Birmingham Law Students’ Societies, Mr. Ion Atkius presiding. 
following was the subject for debate: ‘‘ That compensation should be made 
to brewers and licensees, the renewal of whose licences is refused on any 
ground other than that of illegal conduct.’? The speakers in the aftirma- 
tive were Messrs. E. Davidson, B.A. (Liverpool), C. Ashford Elton (Bir 
mingham), R. C. Gething, B.A. (Liverpool), and R. A. Tench (Birming- 
ham); and in the negative Messrs. H. W. Lyde ‘Birmingham), O. Clement, 
LL.B. (Liverpool). After the openers on both sides had replied, the 
chairman summed up, and the vote resulted as follows : For the affirma- 
tive fourteen, for the negative thirteen. The Liverpool delegates were after- 
— entertained to a dinner and smoking concert at the Great Wester 

otel. 


Dec. 15.—Mr. Bentram G. Grimley, B.A., presiding.—After the trans- 
action of special business the following moot was discussed: ‘‘ A. devises 
his real estate to trustees, their heirs and assigns, upon trust to pay or 
permit his daughter (who is a married woman, married since 1882) to 
receive the rents thereof during her life for her separate use, and after 
her death to stand possexsed of the real estate upon trust for such persons as 
his daughter shall by will appoint, and ia default of appointment for the 
heirs and assigos of his daughter. Can the daughter (apart from the 
Settled Land Acts) make a title to the fee simple of the property in her 
lifetime: ’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. W. G. Thomas, 
'T. B. Hooper, W. Kentish, L. F. Williams, R. A. Willes, E. Woodward, 
C. A. Elton, R. A. Tench, and H. W. Lyde:; and in the negative Messrs. 
A. E. Coley, J. E. Round, T. H. Cleaver, and A. Shepherd. ‘The vote 
resulted in the affirmative eleven, for the negative eight. A vote of 
thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 





On the 10th inst. at an adjourned sitting for the public examination of 
W.H. M. Booty, he is reported by the Times to have said that he was 
admitted a solicitor in 1871, and in the following year was taken into 
partnership by his father. The business had been carried on under various 
styles for over 10" years. Mr. Bayliffe was admitted as a partner in 1874, 
and in the following year Mr. Booty, sen., died. Before that death the 
business had not been of a speculative character, but Bayliffe was subse- 
quently prevailed upon to join in Jand and building speculations, and the 
firm became involved in them. In respect to these speculations there was 
one debtor to the firm in the sum of £88,240, and the debt was expected to 
produce £10,000 only, according to the statement of affairs which had been 
tiled in this court. Further losses were incurred in the promotion of three 
railways. He had pleaded guilty to misconverting trust moneys. The. 
Assistant Official Recciver: According to your own statement of affairs 
do the trust moaeys which you have misappropriated amount to 
£37,452 9s. 10d.? The bankrupt: I should think so. The Assistant 
Official Receiver : In addition to that sum, is there £151,496 owing to 
clients entered in the statement of affairs}—Yes. ‘The bankrupt added 
that in respect to three sums he had pleaded guilty to charges under 
the La ceny Act, and the bulk of £151,496 represented moneys 
which his firm had received from or on behalf of clients for investment, 





and had misappropriated. 
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Legal News. 


Appointment. 

Mr. Jawes Canney, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Clabburn, of 
Norwich, has been appointed a Justice of the Peace for the City of 
Norwich and County of the same City. Mr. Olabburn was Mayor of the 
city in 1899-1900. 







































Information Required. 


Frank Hamiron Grant, Esq., deceased, late of No. 11, Maddox-street, 
London, W., and formerly of Singapore.—Solicitors and bankers who 
may have the custody of or any information with regard to the Will of the 
deceased, are requested to communicate with C. Attersoll Smith, Solicitor, 
Reigate, Surrey. 


, 


General. 


The members of the Oxford Circuit are to entertain Mr. Lytteiton, M.P., 
the Secretary of State for the Colonies, at dinner on Thursday, January 14. 
The chair will be taken by Mr. H. D. Greene, K.C., M.P. 


The relatives of a lady who had died, leaving a legacy to a favourite 
donkey in order to secure its comfort, recently came into court, says the 
Central Law Journal, and asked for a decision as to who was to enjoy the 
legacy after the donkey’s decease. ‘‘ The next-of-kin,”’ was the judge's 
decision. 


Mr. C. M. Barker, a member of the Council of the Law Society, will 
during the term commencing the 15th of January, 1904, give three lectures 
at the Society’s hall on the subject of mortgages. Further particulars will 
be contained in the prospectus and time tables, which will be issued in 
January next. 


It is understood, says the Standard, that the authorities of the Inner 
Temple are contemplating the substitution of the incandescent system for 
the present mode of lighting the staircases and thoroughfares of their 
society. ‘The Middle Temple might well adopt a simliar plan, as the 
lighting of some of the staircases of their chambers is of the most primitive 
character. 


Lord James, said the St. James’s Gazette, tells a story of a trial in which 
Sir George Jessel was engaged to defend in a commercial action. He had 
to prove ‘‘custom’’ as a defence of what was alleged to be a dishonest 
commission. He had a number of highly respectable witnesses to support 
his case, he said. ‘‘ Then you can send those respectable people home,”’ 
said the judge ; ‘‘the sooner they Jeave the court the better.”’ 


The judges (Mr. Justice Grantham and Mr. Justice Darling) have fixed 
the following commission days for the Winter Assizes on the Western 
Circuit, viz.: Devizes, Monday, January 11; Dorchester, Friday, January. 
15; Taunton, Thursday, January 21; Bodmin, Wednesday January 27; 
Exeter, Saturday, January 80 ; Winchester, Monday, February 8; Bristol, 
Monday, February 15. Mr. Justice Grantham will not join the circuit 
until Exeter is reached. 


Mr. Justice Buckley has announced his intention of founding a scholar- 
ship in political economy at Cambridge in connection with the Merchant 
Taylors’ School. He says that: ‘* Political economy has always attracted 
me. I regard the study and devolopment of its principles as most im- 
portant to the well-being of the community. Were they better under- 
stood, the world would come to appreciate that the duty which we all 
recognize of each doing his utmost to assist his neighbour is not furthered 
but hindered by the enormous multiplication in our day of eleemosynary 
charities, which tend to sap the self-respect and independence of the 
recipients. Again, the true solution of the question of fiscal policy, 
which is now dividing the country, depends upon a proper understanding 
of the principles of political economy. Its proper solution is probably the 
first point of importance at the present day to the welfare of the country 
and of the Empire.” 


On Friday evening, the 11th inst., the Mayor of Portsmouth (Mr. John 
Edward Pink, solicitor) was entertained at dinner by his brother solicitors 
The banquet took place at the Royal Pier Hotel, Southsea. Forty-six 
were present. Mr. Thomas Cousins, J.P., the senior solicitor in the 
borough, presided, and the vice-presidents were Mr. T. H. F. Lapthorn 
(with whom the mayor served his articles), Mr. G. W. Edmonds, and Mr. 
J. Barnes (the mayor’s partner). Amongst those present were: Mr. A. 
Hellard (the town clerk), Mr. W. Renny and Mr. A. C. Burbidge (the 
registrar and deputy-registrar of the county court), and Mr. J. T. 
Glanville (the clerk of the peace), After the toast of ‘‘The King,’’ the 
chairman in suitable terms proposed the health of their colleague, the 
mayor, and on behalf of his brother solicitors warmly congratulated him 
on his unanimous election to the mayoralty of his native town at the age 
of thirty-seven. The mayor responded, and thanked his professional 
brethren for their congratulations and good wishes. The toast of the 
“Legal Profession ’’ was proposed by the registrar of the county court, 
and responded to by the clerk of the ; and then, on the invitation of 
the mayor, the company drank the health of Mr. T. Cousins (the chair- 
man), who, his worship remarked, was deservedly popular in the 
profession, and was at all times ready to help with his wise and 9 egg nn 


was cordially received, and was duly acknowledged. Songs were contri- 
buted by the clerk of the peace, Mr. E. J. Bechervaise, Mr. G. H. King, 
and Mr. A. W. Dashper. 








The Royal Exchange Assurance Company have declared an interim 
dividend of Four per cent., free of income tax, payable on the 6th of 
January next. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or RegisTRars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 

Date Emercency <Appeat Courr Mr. Justice 

5 TA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, Dee.......... . 21 Mr. Pemberton Mr. W. Leach Mr. Greswell 
Tend ay.....cocc....200- 000088 Jackson Theed Church 
Wednesday ...............28 R. Leach W. Leach 
Date Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 

FARWELL. Bucxtry. Joyce. 

Monday, Dec. 21 Mr. Jack Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday......... 2. . --+++-22 Beal i 
Wednesda; 


Pemberton 
sce Soceanoded Jackson Carrington Farmer 
The Christmas Vacation will commence on Thursday, the 24th day of December, 1903, 


and terminate on Wednesday, the 6th day of January, 1904, both days inclusive. 


Swivrey Eapy. 


Mr. Theed 
W. Leach 
King 











The Property Mart.. 


Result of Sales. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrrevp sold, at the Mart, E.C., on Wednesday last, a well- 

secured Profit Rental of £70 per annum, ari out of the corner business ises, No. 2¥, 

King-street, Hammersmith, held on lease for 15g years unexpired ; the guise voutined being 
‘ Reversions AnD Lare Pouicies. 

The same firm held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 753) of the above interests at the 
Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following lots were sold, the total realized being 
£4,250. 

" REVERSIONS: 
Coatingeat to one tweutieth of £50,181 7 lives 78, 61, sud 20.” 
Yontii it to one-twenti 127 ; lives 72, 6 hed 
Absolute to one-sixth of of Sale of Freehold Residence ; 
estimated rental £66; life 72... am ons ove pom ove 
LIFE INTEREST in one-sixth of £822 15s. 2d. per annum ; life 36 
LIFE POLICIES : 
For £500 in the Sun ; life 73... ome a - _ ove ove 
For poy in the Scottish Widows’ Fund and Scottish Equitable ; 
jife 48 eee eve ose eee ee ooo oe ove oes 








+ o - 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Fxivay, Dec. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LuuTep tn CHANCERY. 
Epwiy Nicno.s, Lunresp—Petn for winding 
pt Notice of LAT 33, 
" of aj m 
the afternoon of Dec gupta 
ap eh te ee 
lore Jan 22, to names 
to Jobn 8. Bird, 90, Cannon st 
J. A. Surrn Steam Trawise Co, Luatsp—Creditors are 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
Frederic Wells, Manor st, Hull. Woodhouse & Co, H 
Leeps Buitpers, Liarrep—Creditors are required, 
names and addiesses, and the particulars of their 
King st, Leeds. Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds, liq’ 
Tarkwa District ExpLoration Co, Lusirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
David Lumsden, 20, Capthal av 
W. H. Green, Limirep—Petn for Leg b presented Dec 7, directed to 
21, Moody & Woolley, Corn Market, , solors for petners. Notice of 
must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 
Wuattey & Co, Lourr are required, on or before Jan 21, to 
and addresses, and the paiticulars of their debts or claims, to Cecil 
= * 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrep mv Cuancery. 
Axeuo-Frexcu (Davrnine) Syxvicats, Lonrep—Petn for wi 
directed to be Jan 12. Colyer & Colyer, Clement's inn, 
i the not later than 


Capewriu Continental Parents Co, Loutep—Creditors 
S their names and addresses, and the 

Arthur G. Bird, Capewell Works, G! rd, t 
Dosss, Kipp, & Co, Lunrrep (ix Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, 

381, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their de' 

William Robertson Geff, 3, Crown ct, Old Broad st 
Lonewortn Sprxsxine Co, Loren (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 

ir names and and of their debt< 

and Edward 


ators . 


», 


to Frederick C 
bury, Bolton. solor for liq: 
Norru-Westean AssociateD Gop Mivss 
or before their names 


) Lamune Costes ase real , on 
and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, Goddard, 46 and 47, London W: Miller & Co, Church ct, Old 
Jewry, solors for liquidator 


Nouriey Masurorp & Wavr, Luonrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 26, to 





gounsel any young professional brother who asked his advice. e toast 
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send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to John 
Cash Store, 8t Mary's chmbrs, West St Mary's gate, Great Grimsby. Bates & Mountain, 
Great Grimsby, solors for liquidator 
Paciric —e Est MIxinG eae, Lin1tEp—Creditors are required, on or before 
ag 1, to names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Albert James Stuart, 81, Collingwood bldgs, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Usuimitep In CHANCERY. 
Leeps Mutvat Marine Insurance Associatios—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
. tosend their names and en, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter Stephen Blackburn, 9, Central Bank chmbrs, Leeds. 
solors for liquidators 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dec. 8, 
Muscrave, Catnertxe, Wasdale Hall and Whitehaven, Cumberland 
creutz v Musgrave, Farwell, J Musgrave, Whitehaven 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dee. 11. 


Gipson, Wi114m, Troedyrhiw, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler Jan 11 Jones v Brown, 
Swinfen Eady, J "Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil 








Des 31 Gyllen- 


Quick, Joun, Taunton, Somerset Jan 9 Kite vy Quick, Farwell and Swinfen Eady, JJ 
Kite, Taunton 

Quick, Mary Ays, Taunton Jan9 Kite v Quick, Farwell and Swinfen Eady,JJ Kite, 
Taunton 


London Gazette,—Tursvay, Dec. 15. 
Day IES, Marcaret, Eryl Mor, Penmaenmawr, Dwygyfylchi, Carnarvon 
v Thomas. Buckle y.J Harries, Chancery In 
Hyde Park sq Feb 29 


‘Thomas 
Knight v Knight, Farwell, J Gibson, 
Jan 28 Winton vy Dunk, Kekewich, 


Jan 16 


Kusene, Joux Wartsos, 
Great St Helens 
Wi —S Mary, Lennard rd, West Croydon, Surrey 
Rooke, Lincoln's inn fields 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 4. 


Assot, Wittiast Sarre Denar, Vi igo st, Piccadilly Jan 12 — & Co, Bedford row 

Asecasis, AAgon, Sutherland av, Maida Vale Jan1 Freshfield s Old Jewry 

Basker, CHARLOTTE, Eastbourne Jan 6 Young & Sons, Mark In 

Barker, Mase. CHESMAN, Rusholme, Manchester Jan5 Lucas & Padley, Sheffield 

Barge, Nein McKercusir, Childer Thornton, Vet Surgeon Dec 30 Davies & Griffiths, 
Liverpool 

mine > eee HILUs Henry, Guilden Morden, Herts Jan4 Few & Co, Surrey st, 


Caavent, Joseru, Pilling, Lanes,Labourer Dee3l Saul. Lancaster 

CiaRK, Jouy, Southampton row Janj34 Lindo & Co, Finsbury circus 

Caravock, Lucy Exizasetu, Liverpool, LRCP Jani4 Toulmin & “o, Liverpool 

Craw 4 Hiram, Dewsbury Moor, Dewsbury Dec 21 Iveson & Macaulay, Heckmond- 
wike 

——— 2 Saran Any, Dewsbury Moor, Dewsbury Dec21 Iveson & Macaulay, Heck- 
mo 

CrosLry, Gacecs Henry, Sheffield, Draper Feb1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

DaviEs, Bargeon Major General James, Southsea Jan4 Large, Southsea 

DE CLERMONT, 8USAN MaTILpA, Camberwell Jan 15 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 

Doerinetox, Jou, Manchester Jan5 Almond & Sons, Manchester 

GABNETT, Many Laxerorp, Monkstown, Dublin Jan 4 Hulberts & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Grass, Many Lovise, Kingston on Thames Dec 30 Culross & Holt, Mincing In 

GuaxstTone, Emity, Lancaster gate, Hyde Park Jani Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Guypry, Josera, Swindon’ Dec 31 Withy, Swindon 

Haut, Wares, Forest Hall, Northumber and Feb 2 Dransfield & Elsdon, Newcastle 

e 
Se ag Joux, Shepherdswell, Kent, Farmer Dec 26 EW & V Knocker Dover 
Se Ricnarp bric ;HAM, Tooting’ Graveney Janil Sayer & Cadle, Cliffurd’s inn, 
eet st 


Harvey, Hesry Evvis, Hadlow, Kent Jani15 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Hewerson, Ans Evizasers, Kingston upon Hull Jani4 Austin, Hull 
Hices, Ricnarp, Ramsgate Jan 11 Keene & Co, Seething jane 

Hoxg, "Euizaners, Dawlish, Devon Dec 31 Newton, Dawlish 

Jackson, Exiza, Barnes Jani13 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Jackson, GzorGe, Scarborough Jan8 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 


Ford & Warren, Leeds, | 





Jackxsox, Tuomas Marpens, Boston, Lincs Dec 18 Waite & o Boston 

Laws, Jouy, Burnley, Cab Proprietor Dec med Pollard, Burnle’ 

Lawson, = Harley st, Cavendish sq, Surgeon Jani J od & J ¥ Johnson, Lincolp, 
inn 

Mason, Anne, Horwich, Lancs Jané6 Crom » Bolton 

Neivp, Regixatp Joun, | renege Merchant Jan5 Cook, Finsbury c.rcus 

Netson, Exizasera, King: Whithorc, Hull Jan8 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 

Owen, Exizabera Mary, Whi! Tavistock, Devon Jan 1 Heppenstall & Clark, 


ymington 
Pariss, Tio Brixton Hill Jan? Downey & Linnell, Conduit st 
RIcHARDS, Epwarp Torquay, Architect 31 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 
Roserts, Witt1AM Henry, Holland Park av, Kensington, Stock Broker Dec81 Parrolt, 
itoke Newington 
Rywanp, Mary Procror, Erdington, Warwick Jan 22 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 
SamveE., Cuarvzs, Sutherland av, Maida Vale Jan15 Sydney, Finsbury pymt 
Suarr, Joun Cotton, Maidstone Dec 22 Monckton & Son, Maidstone 
Syowpon, Harriet, Southampton Jan1 Thornback, Southampton 
Stamp, W1xu14M, Pimlico, er Jan4 Warrington & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 
Street, ALFRED RowxanpD, Torquay Jan16 Dunning & Co, Honiton 
Taytor, WILLIAM, Sale, Chester Dec 31 Ponsonby & Carlisle, Oldbam 
Tuompsox, Exizaperu, south Croydon Jan 14 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq, Bishops. 


gal 
Weywovurn, Anw Carouine, Kingsbridge, Devon Feb8 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 
Youne, CHARLES, Islington, Ironmgnger Jan 4 Evans & Co, Theobald’s 1d, Bedforj 


row 
ZavsMER, Natuan, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer Jan1 lLesses, Wormwood st 


London Gazette-—Tuuspay, Dee, 8. 


Assort, Mary Ann, Ipswich Dec 31 Welton, Woodbridge 

AT«inson, Joun, Stockton on Tees, Painter Jan12 Bolsover, Stockton on Tees 

Bamrorp, Wi1LL1AM, Middleton Dec 21 Tweedale & Co, Oldham 

Batu, Tuomas, Helston, Cornwall Janil Paige & Grylls, Redruth 

Brsyett, Joun, Clevedon, Somerset, Painter Dec 31 J & H Grace, Bristol 

Bentinck, Lord Wituiam AvGustus CavenpisH, Major HM 10th Royal Hussars Jen ij 
Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Boate, ArvHiBALD Georce, Baveno, Italy 

Buckna.u, Henry Corrizxp, Collingham rd, South Kensington, Shipowner 
& Co, Fenchurch st 

Cotvi.te, Col the Hon Sir Wiit1am James, CB, KCVO, Chester sq Jan 22 Stibbard & 
Co, Leadenhall st 


Jan 18 Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Jan 21 Ince 


Davies, Buz ABETH, Liverpool Jan4 Miller & Co, Liverpool 

DEA, Rises Marknay, Stoke Newington Jan 31 Carpenter & Sons, Laurence Pount- 
ney 

DeeproseE, Josern, Bexhill, Fruiterer Jan8 Ray, Hastings 

Dopp, Grorce HERBERT, Kingswood, nr Peppard, Oxford, Surgeon Jan 21 
Webster, Lincoln's inn tields 

Exuis, Euma, Leeds Jan 15 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

GREEN, ExizaveTa North Shields Jan9 Brown & Holliday, North Shields 

Hammonv. GeorGe Epwarp, Ardwick, Manchester Jan 5 rrell, Manchester 

Hispve; Joun, Blackpool, Cotton Spinner Jan 19 Crossley. Blackburn 

Hovstox, ELIZABETH, Nottingham Jan6 Goodall & Son, Nottingham 

Hurtcuinson, Fanny, Hereford Dec 31 ge, oe circus 

LaANDALE, Roper, Sussex 8j, Hyde Park eh 31 Murray & Co, Birchin In 

LopGeE, SARAH Mary . Bournemouth Jan14 Lanfear & Co, Cannon st 

Luyp, "Buiza Mary, Haverstock hill Dec 31 Meynell, Furnival st 

MoNe1t, AnpREw, Fulwood, nr Preston, Tailor Feb1 Bramwell, Preston 

MALonEy, Groner WILLIAM, Elgin av Jan 4 Fladgate & Co, Craigs et, Charing Cross 

Papaerr, Grorcs Henry, Ingleton, Yorks Jan 22 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Pace, Naomi, Braintree, Essex Dec 31 Cunnington & Son, Braintree 

Parrot ; Jou, Clapton’ Feb6 Longbourne & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Puirren, Apa, Bristol Jan 9 Meade-King & Son, Bristol 

Reece, W1t14M, Clayton Heights, nr Bradford, Farmer Dec3l Banks & Co, Bradford 

Row .ey, Georcet, Kidderminster, Butcher Jan 15 Talbot, Kidderminster 

Sanpeman, Laura, Bexley, Kent Jan 8 Church & Co, Bedford row 

Scuap, Jutius BoNaveNt ura, Bowdon, Chester Jan5 Orford & Sons, Manchester 

Scorr, Mary, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 8 Clark, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Brouiey, Annveg, St Peters st, Islington Dec 81 Harcourt & Co, Ludgate hill 

SLoGGETT, ELIZABETH, Plymouth Jaal Bond & Pearce, Plymouth 

Tay.orn, WALTER, Upper Tooting Jan14 Monks, Rosebery ¢dns, Crouch End 

Vickers, WILu1AmM, Topsham, Devon Jan 1 Gidley & Snow, Exeter 

Waasrarr, Henry, Canning Town Butcher Dec 18 Millar’ & Sons, Borough High #, 
Southwark 

Wakrpen, Exiza Mary, Leicester Jan 4 Whetstone & Fros!, Leicester 

WakMINGTON, Esenezer ALI ep, Nether Edge, Sheffield, Landscape Artist Deel 
Holder & Wood, Cheapside 

Wuee rer, Henry, Cambridge, Carpenter Jan16 RC &S Burrows, Cambridge 

Wuirs, Mary, Liverpool Dec 31__ Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 

WILBOURNE, Warrer Er yest, West Ham Jan 9 Cronin & Son, Southampton #, 
Bloomsbury 

Wizroy, Canon Ricuarp, Londesborough, Yorks Dec 31 Powell, Market Weighton 

Woop, Canouine, Cheltenham Jan19 W H & F'S Collins, Ross, Hereford 

Waray, Emma Jane, Kingston upon Hull Jan9 Wilson-Barkw: orth, Hull 


Webster & 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dec. 8. 
RECELVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Jounstos, James Yarviey, Tulse hill, Surrey High Court 
Rec Ord Oct 41, 1902 Rese Nov 24, 1903 


ADJUVICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Wa ier, Erxest Bravnv, Brinscombe, Stroud, Glos, Com- 
mussion Agent Gloucester Adjud Oct 9, 1901 "annul 
Nov 24, 1903 

‘Greesox, Oswatp, York, Draper York Adjud Aug 30, | 
1899 Annul Dec 1, 1908 

Sxertos, GrorcE Hersey, York, Grocer York Adjud 

oy 28,1899 Annul Dec 1, 1903 


London Gazeue,—Fripay, Dee. 11. 


\bourer effield 


Givsox, 
Pet 


Carstick, Joux Bowman, Gateacre, Lancs, Dairy Farmer 
Liverpool Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 7 

Carew, Frayk Hayyipat, Cookham Dean, Cookham, Berks, 

Gentleman Windsor Pet Nov3 

| CLARKE, GARIBALDI Baker, 1 Commerial Traveller 
| L dcester Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 

Cooper, 8tpwey Caartes, Luton, ‘stow Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet Nov26 Ord Dec 8 


Dvuycan, James STEPHEN, oo. nt Barnsley, Builder 
Barnsl Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec7 Dec 
Dy -, Mess Worsborough Dale, nr Barnsley, Colliery 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
F ellen Jousx Arms, Church Gresley, Derby, =; eee 
Dealer Burton on Trent Pet Dec7 Ord Dec Pet 
Frankisn, Leonarp, Kingston upon 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec7 Ord 
ENBY, King st, “ag James’, Surveyor High Court 
Dec 9 ‘Ord 


Horwoop, Wi1t1Am, 8t Annes on the Sea, Lancs, Builde 
reston Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 7 

James & Co, WILLIAM, “icatie, Merchants Manchester 
Pet Nov2l Ord Dec7 

Jonus, Eowin Epmunp, Bexle Heath, Kent, Dairyman 
Rochester Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 7 

Lance, JAMES Peuas, New Broad st High Court Pe 
Oct 5 Ord Dec 

Lewis, Feancis, Penrhiwceiber, Butcher Pontypridd Pe 

8 Ord Dec8 

lows. © Tuomas, Bolton, Baker Bolton Pet Dec 7 Om 

McMiturw, Joux, or yd sq, Solicitor High Court 

Dec9 Ord D 

Maggiorr, Harry, Peterborough, , Fhatogmagher Peter- 
borough Pet Dce9 Ord Dec 


Mryoravur Crcie Co, Windsor, , Oyale Dealers Windsor Pé 
Nov 16 Ord Dec 5 


Ord Dec 5 


~ Bricklayer 











RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Agsoip, WitttAM Henry. Caerleon, Mon, Fruit Merchant 
Ne Mon Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Bartwett, 
ing tractor Pontypridd Pet Dec7 ‘Ord Dec 7 

Bovis, Wirit1am_Epwaxp, bem Fruit falesman 

arvi m Pet DecS O1d Dec 8 

Briw.e, hopert, Poole, Dorset, Blacksmith Poole Pet 

Dec8 Ord Dec8 


Burtoy Anruvus, een, ; Confectioner Birmingham | 
Scarborough, Joiner Leeds Pet Dec 8 Ord 


Pet Dec9 Ord 
Caun, Groncz, 


ILLIAM James, Ystrad Bh mids, Glam, Build- | 


GrounpwaTER, WILLI oe Manchester, ~ pene Merchant 
Manchester Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 

Hatt, Percy Leonarp, Eastbourne, Gut Merchant LEast- 
bourne Pet Dec7 Ord Dec? 

Apert, Bath, Waiter Bath Pet Dec7 Ord 


Harper, iteiae + , Staffs, Tailor Stafford Pet 
Nov. 24 Od Dec 4 


=| 
Dec 


Harrisoy, eae Whitkirk, or Taste, | Cloth- 


ing Manufacturer Leeds Pet Dec7 Ord 
Herzrorp-Lavey & Caapmay, Grosvenor mans High 
Court Pet July 29 Ord Nov 18 
Hirconcuck, Juun Pomnoy, Lote Staffs, Ironfounder 
esfield Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 


Maccl 
Caron “A e Tiford, Buildere Chelmsford Pet Nov 21 Ord i“; Wacrer Ropeat, Stalisfield, Kent, Farmer Canter- 
Dec 7 





ary Pet DecS Ord Dec 5 











Morvey, Cnuaxres, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Plasterer 
Nottingham Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Moss, Harotp Kennernu, Hodcesdon, Herts, Esquire Hert 
ford Pet Oct27 O:d Nov 28 i 

Mange, 4am, Leeds, enaaeaed Leeds Tet Dec7 On 

Pask, cam, Hove, Sussex, Grocer Brighton Pet Dec? 

‘ 

ne. Sir Rosent, oo Russell, Russell sq High Coutt 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Dec 

Putis.irson, Hsxar, Cloughtol, Bewtenstall, Lanes, Artist 
Rochdale Pet Dec8 Ord 

Poo.e, my MX ALYRED, Handsworth Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Dec? Ord De 

Pares.xg, F G, Green st, Bethnal Green, Provision Merchant 

High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec'9 





Oct 22 t 
SADLER, indy 


gure, J — 
—_ Pi 
Bound Dec 


STANSFIELD, 
Yor! r f 

, DAR 
ae 


THORNLEY, 
ae L 
p, WILL! 
Tm Grd Dec 


Topp, ART 
Northall 
Trin, OakF 
Worcest 
VaveHa, V 
High Co 


WHITELEY, 
Spioner 
Wari FIELD, 


Wickuan, C 
wright 
Wuiams. ¢ 
Pet Dec 
WoopwakbD. 
ter Pet 


Amended 


CHESTERTON 
2% On 


Amend 


TieBit, Jo! 
Ord Dec 


Batt, Woo! 
atll ¢ 
Bowman, Ii 
Qlat 12 
Brown, Jay 
Ree, 4, | 
BuLLuck, J 
at lu 45 
Ciarke, Ps 
Dec 19: 
Tyne 
oon, Epy 
1.15 ' 





1903. 


——__ 
$$ 


mn, Lincoln’, 


Il & Clark, 


31 Parrott, 
gham 

t 

ninster 

dy Bishops. 


uth 
d, Bedfori 
dst 


ars Jenij 
nd 
an 21 Ince 


Stibbard & 
nce Pount- 


Webster & 


ng Cross 


Bradford 


ester 


mpton st, 
ighton 


s, Builde 
Manchester 
Dairyman 
Yourt Pet 
oridd Pet 


igh Court 
er Peter 
ndsor Pet 
_ Plasterer 
ire Hert 
ee 7 Ord 
Pet Dect 
igh Court 
es, Artist 


Dec. 10, 1903. 
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eo 
Rerxous, Freperick, Stroud Green High Court Pet 
Ord Dec 9” 
cam a WiLuiaM Wvrnpam Gorpoy, ‘Salisbury House, 
Wall High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord Dec 7 
gurrs, Joun, Windsor, Florist Windsor Pet Nov14 Ord 


govowox, Paruir, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet Dec 4 
Ord Dec 4 


, Toomas, Charlestown Hill, nr Hebden Brien, 

Grawake, Builder Burnley Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

§raPLE, SAMUEL. Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Stono Mer- 

chant Wells Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

SuTTON, angen, See, Saddler Manchester Pet 
Nov 2 

Tuomas, mse Dae na Mon, Coal Miner Tredegar Pet 


28. all James, Gamesle pating, Derby Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Twp, WittiaM, Harrogate, pat arab York Pet Dec5 
Ord Dec 5 


Topp, ArTaur, Ripon, Yorks, Manufacturer’s Agent 
Northallerton Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Ton, OakrorD DuDLEy, bey art Licensed Victualler 
Worcester Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Vavenan, Victor, Southampton st, ed sq, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet Nov 18 Dee 

VouuerR, Freperick Grorer, and : HERBERT 
GoopreLLow, Wood Green, Builders Edmonton Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Warn, Wituam Henry, 
Leicester Pet Dec9 Ord D 

Wairerey, Joun Wiitiam, Fan ll es: Gea Cotton 
Spioner Halifax. Pet Nov 30 Ord 

Wari FIELD, Sa, Aberdeen pl Matas Vale, Horse 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Dec7 

Wicksam, GeounGe STEPHEN, er Ee Wilts, Wheel- 
wright Frome Pet Dec8 

Witiiams, GeirriTH. nr aaa Bay, Denbigh, Tailor Bangor 
Pet Dec 7» Ord Dec 

Woopwakp, Ricwarp resin Leicester, Butcher. Leices- 
ter Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 27: 
CHESTERTON, JAMES WILLIAM, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov 
2 O1d Nov 24 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Dec 8 : 


Ts1t, Joun, Brighton, Carpenter Brighton Pet Dec 4 
rd Dec 4 


aera Leicester, Baker 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Batt, Wootston, Altofts, Yorks, General Dealer Dec 21 
atll Off Rec, 6, Bnd ter, Waketield 

Bowman, Isaac, Longnewton, Cumberland, Farmer Dec 
Qat 12 Off Kec, 34, Fuwher st, Carlisle 

Brown, JAMES AR1HUR, Southwell, Notts Dec 2lat12 Off 
Ree, 4, Vastle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

BuLLuok, Joun Wii114M, Clitheroe, Laucs, Carrier Dae 21 
atlu45 Off Rec, 4, hepel st, Preston 

CtagKE, Patrick Francis, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper 
~ 19 at 11.3, Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 

'yne 

Circe, Epmunp, Wardle, nr - Farmer Dec 22 at 
11.15 Town Hall, Rochdal 

Cottey, Jonn Percy, emeenti Yorks, Grocer Dec 21 
at11.30 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketield 

Conway, Mary Any, Chftonville Margate, Boarding 
House Keeper Dec 19 at 12 Of Rec, 68, Castle st, 
Canterbury 

Corrineuam, Jonn, Farnafield, Notts, Farmer Dec 21 at 
ll Otf Ree, 4, Castle pl. Park st, Noutingham 

Donoan, JAMES. STEPHEN, Stairfoot, nr Barnsley, Builder 
Dec 22 at 10.45 Oif Ree, a Regent st, Barnsle 

Durrez, Henny ARTHUR, New Wandsworth, Blind Manu- 
orm Dec 21 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 

ge 
Eyrwis.e, Josep, Chorlton on Medlock, Manches’er, 
gees Dec 21 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


Bas, Ti wang yh em on Grocer Dec 19 at 11.30 
, 
eT Grorce, Ketton, Rutland, Farmer Dec 19 at 
The Stamford Hotel, Stamford 
ey Freperick WILLIAM, Barnes Dec 21 at 12.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 
Haut, Percy Leonarp, Eastbourne, Coal Merchant Dec 
22at2 Coles & Sons, seaside rd, Eastbourne 
N, Harry ALEXANDER, Winchester. Tobacconist 
Dec 19 at11 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
PER, WILLIAM, Rugeley, Staffs, Tailor Dec 21 at 11.15 
Swan Hotel, Stafford 
Hironcock, Joun Pomroy, Leek, Staffs, Ironmonger Dec 
BWavl2 off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
&, WALTER Ropert. "Stulistield, Kent, Farmer Dec 19 
at 12.30 Of Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
MoMituin, Joux, Bloomsbury a, Bolicitor Dee 22 at 230 
iptey biugs, Carey st 
Mapay. . FuaDEnION mane, Duke st, 8t James’ Dec 23 
atl2 Bb upts' gs, Carey st 
Magtinpaue, JAMES ae Manchester, Merchant Dec 21 
Off Rec, svrom st, Manchester 
Mracuer, WILLIAM Parric K, "towick, nr Preston, Account- 
aut Dec 21 atlu30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Park, Jauzs, Hove, Sussex, Grocer ‘Dec 22 at 10 Off Rec, 
4, Pavinon bidgs, Brighton 
at Rousert, Russell sy Dec 21 at 11 Bankruptcy 
Carey st 
Parsury,’ F G, Bethnal Green, Bawhien Merchant Dec 23 
atle’ Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Brynoips, FREDERICK, anne enn Dec 22 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, : i 4 - 
Rozinson, RicHARD, alwood, nr Preston, Wine Merchant 
Dev 21 at 11 Off Reo, 14 “Chapel st, Preston 
sane. Mowsray, Herne Bay Dec 19 at 11.80 Off Rec, 
¢ st, Canterbury 
ene 8anau Any, Barnsley, Confectioner Dec 22 at 10.15 
Off Reo Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 





SapLerR, WiLt1aM Wynpnam Gorpon, Salisbury House, 
London Wall Dec 22 at 12 Bankru; a ne 

Saunpe«s, Ricnarp, Hemsworth, Yorks, ksmith 
21 at 1030 Off Rec,6 Bond ter, Wakefield 

SHACKLETON, WILLIAM, Rochdale, Goach Builder Dec 22 
at 11 45 Rochdale 

SuurTLeworts. Marcaret, Wakefield. ae Dec 
21at10 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefie 

Sotomon, Putip, Halifax, Tailor Dec 21 A 12 Off Ree, 
Town chmors, Halifax 

Sruses, Feancis Hersert, Gloucester, Carpenter Dec 19 
at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Tayior, Josrrx, ‘and Frep Taytor. West Uartle 4 
Cartwrights Dec 21 at 2.30 Grand Hotel, 
Hartlepo:! 

Tuorniey, James, Gamesley Dinting, Teed Dee 21 at 
2.30 Off Rec, boven ot, ilencioets 

Tissit. Jonny, Brighton, Ca penter Jan 7 at 1030 Off Rec, 
4, Pavilioa bldgs. Brighton 

Twp. Wit1aM, Harrogate. Auctioneer Dec 21 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, The Red House. Duncombe pl, York 

TownLey, ALFRED, Ruchdale, Dealer Dec 22 at 12.30 
To chdale 


Tut, Oaxrorp Duptey, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 21 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Vavuaeuan, Victor Southampton st, Fitzroy sq, Auctioneer 
Dec 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Watpen, Ervest, Hurst, nr Twyford, Berks, Builder 
Dec 22 at 12 Queen’s Hotel, 1, 

WE .uarp, Harry, Ramsgate, Firewood Merchant Dec 19 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 64, Castle st, Canterbury 

Wairetey Joan WILuam, Ripponden, nr Halifax, Cotton 
8) — Dec 19 at 11 Off Ree, Townhall chmbrs, 

fax 

Waitr!£vp, Curistopuer, Maida Vale, Horse Dealer Dec 
23 at 11 Bankruptev bldgs, st 

Wiixinsoy, Bensamiy, Nelson, Lancs, Weaver Dec 21 at 
11.15 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Wiiuiams, Tuomas Li. ntrisfant, cr Usk, Farmer Dec 22 
atill Off R-c, Westgate chmbrs. Newp wrt, Mon 

Winevuss, Epwarp BaryEs, ee me Surrey Dec 22 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Amended notice substituted for that . “a 7cre in the 

London Gazette of Dec 4 

Rene, James, Chesterton, nr Leamington, Farmer Dec 14 
{12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Surrox, Grorcr, Manchester, Saddler Manchester Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Dec 8 

Taomas, Davio, Blaina, Mon, Coal Miner Tredegar Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 7 


Tuorniey, James, Gamesley Din Derby Ashton 
er Lyne Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Troy Wintas, Harrogate, Auctioneer York Pet Dec5 
Topp, ARTHUR, Sy Tote. + crcl Agent 
Northallerton Sot Dec 9 Dec 9 : 

TuLt, OakrorD bakes Bean, Licensed Victualler 
Worcester Pet ec9 Ord Dec 9 > 
Turner, AiFreD, Witnesham, Suffolk, Miller Ipswich 

Pet Oct 24 Ord Dec 8 
Tweepatg, J A, ~~ ed In, Merchant High Court Pet 
Oct 8 Ord Dec7 


Vou.er, Frepesick Grorce, and Wittiam Herseret 
DFELLOW. W Green, ers ton Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec5 
Waitt, Joun Grorae, a, Fruit Salesman High 
Court Pet Nov13 Ord Dec 
Wasp, WiiiiaM Henry, sone, Baker Leicester 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 


Wuirte.ey, Joan Wit.iam, Ripponden, i,t aie, Cotton 
Spinner Halifax P-t Nov 30 Ord Dev 

Wicknam, GeorGe SterHen, Warminster, Wilts, Wheel- 
wright Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

WIAs, —— ~— Bay, Denbigh, Tailor Bangor 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 


Woopwakrp, RicHArD Beano, Leicester, Butcher Leicester 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 


aatenmmeneis ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
DER RESCINDED. 


MASTERMAN, Ph Heynry, Middleham, Yorks North- 
allerton’ Rec Ord Nov 14, 1887 Adjud Nov 18, 1887 
Resc and Sool Dec 8, 1903 


London Gazette. —Turspay, Dec 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arxkinson, Rosert, Smethwick, ee Surgeon West 
Bromwich Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 1 

Baines, Epwarp, Leicester, Grocer scien Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dec 10 


BaLpwix, Txomas, Bridlington, La Watchmaker 
Scar ug. Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 1 

Bars, Epwaxp, Norwich, Broker Norwich Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dee 12 


Baswonn, Grorce Henry, saaiemem, Sugar Boiler 





ARNOLD, Wiii1am Henry, Caerleon, Fruit Merchant 
Newport, Mon Pet LDec9 Ord Dec 9 
Bart.ett, Witt1am James, Ystrad, Rhondda, Building 


Pet Dee 11 Ord Dee t 
Stationer 


Bisaor, F Pat ur th 








Coniractor Pontypridd Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 7 
Boyuin, Wittiam Epwarp, Wa: oe. Poultry Salesman 
arrington Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 
Brivie, Rosrrt, Poole, Dorset, Blacksmith Poole Pet 
Dec rd Dec 8 
.— Leeds, Joiner Lee@s Pet Dec 8 Ord 
Capstick, Joun Bowman, Gateacre, Ramat, Dairy Farmer 
Liverpool Pet Dec 7 Ord Pet Dec 
CLARKE, GARIBALDI Baker, Hoe ll 
Lraveller Leicester Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 
Dyson, WiLuir, Worsborough Dale, nr A Yorks, 
Colliery Labourer Sheffield P t Dec7 aoe 
Firercuer, Joun Arms, Church Gresley, ym (ee area 
Dealer Burton on Trent Pet ~—s 
Fraykisa, Leonarp, Kingston = ee, Bricklayer 
2 i 2D ~. Hull é> Dect ord Dec os 
ison, Henry, King st, ‘ames’, Surveyor "High art 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
aeons, ALBERT, Bath, Waiter Bath Pet Dec 7 Ord 


Harper, Wriciiam, Rugeley, Staffs, Tailor Stafford Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Dec7 

Earrison, Taoomas VALENTINE, Josie, Clothing Manufac- 
turer Leeds Pet Dec7 rd Dee 

Henn, Cuanres, jun, Barking, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Nov2 Ord Dec 7 

Horr, Water Rosert, Stalsfield, Kent, Farmer Canter- 
bury Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Hopwoop, Wiiiiam, 8t pt ow by on the Sea, Lancs, Builder 
Preston Pet Deec7 Ord Dec7 

KeviawD, Henry Purp Cuamaers, Telford Park, Surrey, 
a Accountant h Court Pet Oct'20 Ord 

ec 5 


Lone, LawseE..t, Carlton, nr Newmarket, Farmer Cam- 
bridge Pet Oct 31 Ord Dc8 

Lows. ° ‘aa Bolton, Baker Bolton Pet Dec 7 Ord 

Lewis, Fraxcis, aioe, Glam, Butcher Ponty- 
pridd Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 

Lupton, Lisamay, Flookb oe in Cartmel, Painter 
Barrow in Furness Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec 7 

Mayn, bpwarp, Cromer, Tubacconist Norwich Pet Nov 
1 Ord Uec 9 


Marseiotr, Harry, yy Photographer Peter- 
borough Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 
MoRLEY, UHARLES go in » Arhiteld, Notts, Plasterer 
7 


Nottingham Pe; Mec7 Ord 
Jf... Leeds Pet Dec 7 Ord 


yy ~ Leeds, he 
Dec 7 

Norra, Arruur, and Aveustos C.irrorp Waseem, 
— st, Stock Dealers High Court Pet July 29 


0 

Fins. 5am, Hove, Sussex, Grocer Brighton Pet Dec 7 
VU 

Puituipson, Heyry, Cloughfold, Rowtenstall, Lanes Artist 
Ru chdale Pet Der8 Ord Dec 

Pitt, WILLIAM ALLISON, Copthall 4 Metiecher's Ck 
High Court Pet Oct 13 Ord Dee 

HILIP, Wealdstone, Harrow, Coffee house Keeper 

t Albans Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 

Pm. Puiutr, Halifax, Tailor " Malifex Pet Dee 4 
Ord Des 4 


Sransrig.D, T'xomas, Charlestown Hill, nr Hebden Bridge, 
Yorks, Builder Burnley Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Srap.e, Samug., Shepion et, ~~ rm Stone Mer- 
chant Wells Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 


Commercial 


SELL, 








g, 

h Pet Dec il ‘Od Dee 11 

Burra, Cuar.Les Aktuour, Peckham, Corn Dealer High 
Jourt Pet Deci2z Ord Dee 12 

Brooks, Haxnry, Launde, Leicester, Farmer Leicester Pet 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 


Ciarke, GrorGe Timpertake, Cambridge, Ironmonger 
Cambridge Pet Dec lo Ord Dec 10 
Choe. Eu, “ey Portsmouth, Dairyman Portsmouth 
et wee ll Od Dee 11 
Curp, Caarves, Putney, Builder Wanisworth Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dee 10 


Dunnine, Percy Atseet, Frome, Somerset, Baker Frome 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
= J R, Duttie:id, Draper Derby Pet Dec9 Ord 
1 


Ex:sworts, Georcse Tuomas, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet 
Dec 9 ’ Ord Dec ‘ 


9 
Evans, Jonny, or ae, Collier Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
Dec 12 Ord D.c 
Fenpick, Coorgr, Methwold, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Dec t0 Ord Dee 10 
Ferais, Exvpiorr Jusy, Minehead, Baker Taunton Pet 
Deci1l O:d Dee 11 
He iyer, Ropert AcateE, New Malden, Surrey, Grocer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 11 
Herne, Waures, and _ A New Union st, Manu- 
facturers’ Agents’ High Court Pet Aug 22 Ord 
Hosss, Wiit1am Pivums, Northampton, Baker  North- 
ampton Pet 11 O-d Dee 11 
Horner, George, Gt Say, Fish Merchant Gt Grimsby 
Pet Dec7 Ord Doc 
Hussarp, Gores, Treaties, Mechanic Coventry Pet 
Dec il Ord Vee 11 
Hyom, Tuomas, Southsea, Hants, Hardware Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec 9. Ord Dec 9 
Jacsson, AtFreD Hatuipay, Moorhead, Shipley, Yorks, 
High Court Pet Nov9 Ord De 
JENNINGS, MarTHA Hannan, and JANE iecpete, Snedin 
Miuiner Leeds Pet vee ll Ord Dee il 
Jonzs, CHagLes Fenemone, T.inity sq, Tower ae, Cigar 
Merchant High Court Pet Decl Ord Dee 1 
Jones Cuaa.es Josepn, Essex rd peengtem, Fouemhe 
High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord’ Dec 
Kent, Freperrck WILuIamM, West Norwood, Provision 
High Court Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Kinstey Wa TER, som, Brickiayer Gt Grimsby 
Pet Dec 10 Qrd Dee 
Licatrout, GEoRGE Wistsas, Leeds, Plumber Leeds 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 
Luoyp, C.LeMent . Halifax Architect Halifax 
Py Pet Dec8 Ord Dec aie 
NGFIELD, ALFRED, sivmaingham, Carpen’ Birmingham 
Pet Decli Ord Dee 11 
Maen & Co, D t, ens, Coal Factors Hereford 


FetD cl2 O:d Dec 

PaRisH, ALBERT Sceean a Birmingham, Hosier 
B Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

nr Oldham, Potato 


wrminx: 
Pensincton, Taomas Henry, Lees, 
Oidham Pet Nov v6 Pet Dec 10 
ee Junx, Newcastle upon [fyne, Grocer Newcastle on 
t Dee 12 Ord Dec 12 
| Aedes Willenhall Staffs, Tailor Wolverhamp- 


rowan 
Sean et mag Fs Ord vee 11 ee 
ER! gs fn Coed y Cymmer, Brecon works 
was, oTms rubyr rydtil Pet Decll Ord Dee 11 
cans Basti, Harlow, Essex, Corn Merchant 
Nov 20 Ord Dec 9 





chijeee etna adacipmpean need seemaect oot tire ee ee 
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124 
ae 
Sueap, Georce, Laurence Pwatney hill, Chartered Amended notice substituted for that published in the Mason, Jouy, ip Beaten, Tea Merchant Preston Pet No 
Accountant High Court Pet Oct14 Ord Nov5 London Gazette of Dec 4: 14 Ord Dec 


Suita, Acyes, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Dec1l Ord 
11 


Tamuin, Ro pert Henry, Donen, Carpenter Plymouth 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 

Texp, Joan Wixtiam, and a Wr-son, Gt Grimsby, 
Fish Merchants Gt Grimsby Pet Dee 1l Ord Dec 11 

Tuan, Epwix, Walth+mstow, Butcher High Court Pet 


Nov 25 Ord Dec 10 

Tounstatt, Herman Ira, Boylestone, _ by, 

- —- _— Pet oe tides Yo vos 

AN GELDER IETER, SOWer iri , Yorks, Engineer 

Halhfax Pet Dec ll Ord Dec 11 

Waitenvuse. Ricsarp Witu1amM Kingston upon Hull, 
Tinner Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Wiikinson, Harry, Birmingham, Shroud Maker Birming- 


hum Pet Peci2 Ord ec 12 
ees See Cardiff, Tobazconist Cardiff Pet Dec 
10 0 


Dec } 
Woopeater, H F, Buckingham gate High Court Pet Nov 17 
Ord Dee 10 


Grocer 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 11: 


tag bo tne > Arruur, and James MaktTINDALE, Man- 
chester Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 7 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ALLAN, JosepH{Leonarp, Rawmarsh, nor Rotherham, Yorks, 
Dec 23 ‘at 11.30 ‘Off Rec, Figtree In, 


Barnes, Epwarp, Leicester, Grocer Dec 23 at3 Off Rec, 
, Berridge st, Leicester 

Binkuyer, Loorsa, Rhyl, Flint, Confectioner Dec 23 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Bisnop, Fxeperick SHENSTONE, Portsmou'h, Stationer Dec 
23 at 12 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Boyt, Witi1amM Epwarp, Warrington, Poultry Salesman 
Dec 23 at 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Bsooxes, Harry. Laund, Leicester, Farmer Dee 24 at 12 
Off Rec, 1, B- rridge st, Leicester 

Botszer, Ernest Newman, Brighion, Builder Dec 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Camm, GrorGE, ae, Joiner Dec 23 at 12.30 Off 

, 22, Park row, 

CapsticK, Joun Bow MAN, Gatenenn, Lancs, Dairy Farmer 
Dec 28a,1 Off Rec, 95, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Criarke, GarIBaLpi Baker, Leicester, Commervial Traveller 
Dee 23 at 12 30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Crawsnaw, Frank, Sheffield, Grocer Dec 23 at 12 Off 
R-e, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Crook Ext, port, Portsmouth, Dairyman Dec 23 at 4 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Dossiz, Witiiam, Hastings, Builder Dec3tat 11 
Court Offices. Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Dyson, WILuiz, Wersborough Dale, . Barnsley, Colliery 

bourer Dec 23 at11 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Epwaxps, Joun kicuarp, Belper. Derby, Draper Dec 23 
at3 Off Rec, 47, Fall st, Derby 

Ex.sworta, GrorGe Tuomas, ‘Harrogate, Grocer Dec 24 at 
12.15 ‘Off Rec, The Red "Houte, Duncombe pl, York 

Feruis, Evittut JOun, Mineh ad, Somerseu, Baker Dec 23 
at230 Off Rec, bp, Hammet st, Taunton 

Fietcaer, Joun Arms, Church Gresley. Derby, Sma'lware 
Dealer Dec 22ati1 Off Rec, 47, Fail st, Derby 


Guyatr, W11114m, Tottenham, Builder Dec 23 at 12 Off 
Rec, 14, Bedfo d row 

Hareison, THomas VALENTINE. Leeds, Clothing Manufac- 
turer Dee 23 at12 Off Res, 22, Park row, Lecds 

Haywarp, Frank, Christchu ch, Hants, Jeweller Dec 23 
atl Off Rec Endvess st, Salisbury 

— Cuak.es, jun, Barking, Essex, =, Delite Dec 23 at 12 

4, sedford row 

inane, AtBert Epwarp. Dares Yorks Dec 23 at 11 
Bankruptcy nldgs, Carey 

Hoimes Faep, Walsall. = bel Saddle Manufacturer Dec 

atll Off Rec Wolverhampton 

HosparD, Gzouce, Coventry, Mechanic Dec 23at11 Off 
Rer, 17, Herttord st, Coventry 

Hyon, Tuomas, Southsea, Hants, Hardware Dealer Dec 23 
at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Joxzs, Epwix Epmuunp, Bexley Heath.‘ Kent, Dairyman 
Jan 4at 1130 115,High st, Rochester 

Kewnprick, Hesry, Small Heath, Birmingham. Coal Mer- 
chant Dec 23 atii 174 Corporation st, Birmingham 

Lieatroor Grorce Wit.iam, Leeds, Plumber Dec 23 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Luorp, Crement Goorrr Halifax, Architect Dec 23 at 3 

t ff Ree, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Lows, Tuomas, Boulton, Baker Dec 23 at3 19, Exchange 
st, Boitun 

Maxy, ems Cromer, Tobacconist Dec 23 at 1.15 Off 

. 8, King st, Norwich 

Morvy, Henry, Leeds, Draper Dec 23 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Myre, pon, ~ hy so Sypeeamanaa Dec 23 at 3 Off Rec, 22, 

Nocno ps, + Waesem, Southall, Ironmonger Dec 23 at 3 
14, Bedford row 

Roserts, Rusext, Aberwheeler, Bodfari, Denbigh, Farmer 
Dec 28 at 215 Bull Hotel, Denhigh 

Swarre, ALFrep Horatio Bex, Lincoln, Cycle Agent 
Lec 31 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Tuan, Epwiy, Walthamstow, Butcher Dec 29 at 12 
ae od bidgs, Car y st 

Vouiter, Feeperick Grorcr, and Witiiam Hersert 
Goupre.tow, Wood Green, Builders Dec 23 at 3 
Rankrup cy bldgs, Carey st 

Warp, Witutam Henry, Anstey, Leicester, Baker Dec 23 
at12 Off Rec, 1, berridge st, Leicester 

Waits, Tuomas, Harts Aull, or Dudley, Scrap Iron Dealer 
Dec 28 at 11 Off Rec, 199, Webvehemgten st, Dudley 

HF, Buckingham gate Dec i0 at 11 Bank- 

yuptcy bidgs Carey st 

bate <3 -y Kicnarp Epwakp, Leicester, Bucther Dec 23 
at 11 30° Off Hec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


County 








Gereine, Witt1am, Hanwell, Builder Dec 14 at 12 Off 
Ree, 14, Bedford row 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barnes, Epwarp, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dec 10 


Batpwin. THomas, oT, ao Watchmaker Scarborough 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Deel 

Bates, Epwarp, Norwich, —— Norwich Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dec 12 

BassFrorD, GrorGe Henry, eT Confectioner 
Leicester Pet Decll O-dD 

_— FREDERICK SHENSTONE ‘Portsmouth, Stationer 

rtsmouth Pet Decil Ord Decl 

Senteatin, ALBERT, Weybridge, suversmith Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Novi6 Ord Dec 

Bowmay, Isaac, Longnewton, . + SR Farmer Car- 
lisle Pet Nov14 Ord Dee 11 

Brookes Harry, Launde, Leicester, Farmer Leicester 
Pet Decl0 Ord D c10 

Butier, Ernest Sr | Brightcn, Builder Brighton 
Pet Novi9 Ord vecl 

CLaRKE, GEORGE 4 Cambridge, Ironmonger 
Cambridge Pet Declu Ord Dec 10 

Croox, Ex, Landport, Portsmouth, Dairyman Ports- 
mouta Pet Dec1l Ord Dee ll 

Curp, Cuartes, Putney, Builder Wandsworth Pet Dec 
10 Ord Dec 10 

Dounnine. Pescy Aupert, Vallis Way, Frome, Somerset, 
Baker Frome Pet Vec12 Ord Dec 12 

ExtswortH, GEORGE iy uae Harrogate, Grocer York 


Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 
Evans, ——, a yr tyaa, Collier Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
Pet 12 Ord Dec 1 


ane gq tek. Methweld, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Ferris, Ex.uiorr Juns, Sent, Somerset, Baker 
Taunton Pet Dec1l Ord Decl 

GrounpwaTeR, WILLIAM Maanvs, : oo Cloth 
Merchant Manchester Pet Nov 26 ‘md Decl 

Haz, Percy Leonsarp, Eastbourne, Coal Merchant East- 
bourne Pet. Dec7 Ord Dec 10 

Hosss, W1Lt14M P:.ume, -+- h Baker Northamp- 
ton PetDecll Ord D 

Horner, Grorce, Gt Giclee, Thich Merchant Gt Grimsby 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Hussarp, Grorce, Coventry, Mechanic Coventry Pet 
Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 


Hyom, Tuomas, ~outhsea, Hants, Hardware Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Jennincs, MartHa Hannan, and Jane Jackson, Leeds, 
Milliners Leeds Pet Decll Ord Dc it 

Jouyson, F, Merten ae, Wimbledon Wandsworth Pet 
Oct 21 ’Ord Dec t 

Jones, WILLIAM ae, and James MARTINDALE, Man- 
chester Pet Nov 2t Ord Dec 12 

Kent, Freperick Wiiiiam, West Norwood, pain 
Dealer High Court Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 1 

Kinsiey, Water, foe Lines, Bricklayer Gt Grimsby 
Pet Dec 10 Ord De 

Lrv 4. Sion, Sale, Cheshire. Manchester Pet May 20 Ord 

12 


iangeaes, Pe a waantam, Leeds, Plumber Leeds 
Dec ' 

Lioyp, CLEMENT Qoorke, Halifax, Architect Halifax 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 


Martins, Emma, Feeteood, Lancs, Draper Preston Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Dec 10 








His. . 
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» Sir. Swinfen Bady. »» Sir Walter G. «. Philli- 
fred Wills. 
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William Grantham. » Sir Joseph Walton. 
» Sir BR. Samuel Wright. » Sir Arth rR. Jeli. 
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Perry, Jonny. Colwyn Bay. Seatish, Engine Dr 
Bangor Pet Nov 30 Ord Dee Dring 
Poors, A-EXANDER ALFRED, Handewerth, Grocer Bis 
mii Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 11 
Ricuargps, Tsomas, Willenhall, — Tailor Wolye, 
hampton Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1 
Rocgrs, Cyrus, Cefn Coed y eaeeen +" Pipe Rolle 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Dec1l Ord Vec 
Gane, yeah Nottingham Heuingham Pet Dect On 
Srorr, Sone Wesster, Dudley, Worcester, Electrigl 
© eer Bee, 5 Devon u = Dec? 
'AMLIN, Ropert Henry vooport, Carpenter P) 
Pet Dec 12 Ord as weit — 
TEEp, a edges odo Grorce WIitson, Gt Grimaby, 
Fish Merchants Gt Grimsby Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee jj 
TunsTaLL, Herman Ira, Boylestone, Derby, Grocer Barty 
¥ =e Bet Deo if. Ord Do 18 Yorks, 
AN GeLpeR, PreTer, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Enginge 
alifax Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec i 
Waitenovse, Ricsarp WILLIAM, Newland, Kingston 
Hull, Tinner Kingston upon Hu l Pet Dec 10 
Dec 10 
Wivkrsson, Basi Tuomas, Barrow in Furness TT 
Ageat Barrow in Furness Pet Nov 6 Ord Vee 
WItsHErE, 5amvEL, Cardiff, Tobacconist Cardiff Pet Dees 
Ord Dec 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Satmonp Cuaktes Snort, Jermyn st, 8t James, Compay 
See age High Court Adjud Sept 29, 1598 Ann) 
ec 3, 1903 
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Partnership; must have £3,000 to £4,U00 capital at voll 
mand, or able to intr. duce ; excellent opportunity energetic 
man; excellent references given and requi 
A.. care of J. W. Vickers, 5, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 
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